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A HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY 


INTRODUCTION 

The history of philosophy aims to give a connected necnimf. 
of the (lifFcrcnt attempts which have been made_ to solve th e 
problem of existence or to rend er iotcHigible to ns onr irorld 
m yyppr if»wt»f»- is tltc sto^^■^ of the development of rea - 
soned human thought from its earliest beginnings down to 
the present time; not a mere chronological enumeration and 
exposition of philosophical theories, but a study of these in their 
relation to one another, the times in which they are produced, 
and the thinhcrs by whom they arc ottered. ‘Wliilc everj’ system 
of thought is more or less dependent on the civilization in which 
it arises, the cliaractcr of preceding systems, and the personality 
of its author, it in turn exercises a potent influence on the con- 
ceptions and institutions of its own and succeeding ages. The 
history of philosophy most, therefore, endeavor to insert each 
world-view in its proper setting, to understand it as a part of 
an organic whole, to connect it with the intellectual, political, 
moral, social, and religious factors of its present, past, and 
future. It must also attempt to trace the line of progress in 
the history of human speculation: show how the mental atti- 
tude called philosophy arises, bow the different problems and the 
solutions that are offered provohe new questions and answers, and 
what advance has been made, on the different stages, towards 
reaching the goal. 

In dealing with the different systems, we shall be careful to 
let the authors present their ideas without extensive criticism 
on our part. It will be found that the historj- of philosophy is, 
in a large measure, its o>vn best critic; that a system is con-\ 
tinned, transformed, supplemented, or overcome by its successors, \ 
that the errors and inconsistencies contained in it are brought | 
to light ,* and that it is often made the starting-point of new lines 
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of thought. The historian should assume an impartial and 
objective attiU\dc in his study, ond, so far as lie can, guard 
against obtruding his outi philosophical theories into the dis- 
cussions. It will, ho%YCVcr, be impossible to eliminate the personal 
element altogether,' to some extent the historian’s preconcep- 
tions are bound to shine through his work. They will manifest 
themselves in many ways: in the emphasis which he lays on 
particular philosophies, in his notion of what constitutes prog- 
ress and decline, — even in the amount of .space devoted to 
different thinkers. All this is unavoidable. The pliilosoplicr, 
however, sliould ho permitted to tell Ids own .story without being 
interrupted by constant objections Iwfore lie has hail the oppor- 
tunity of stating lua case completely. And wo should not criti- 
cise a system solely in the light of present acliicvciucnt, that is, 
measure it by present standards to its hurt. Compared with 
modem theories, the early Greek world-views seem na^s child- 
ish, and crude, and it would be no groat mark of intelligence 
to ridicule them j whereas, regarded from the standpoint of their 
times, as the first efforts of a people to understand the world, 
they may well stand out as epoch-making events. A system of 
thought must he judged in the light of its own aims and historical 
setting, by comparison with the systems immediately preceding 
and following it, by its antecedents and results, bj- the develop- 
ment to which it leads. Our method of study will, tberpynj'p^ b e 
historico-critica l. 

The value of the study of the history of philosophy ought to 
be apparent. Intelligent persons are interested in the funda- 
mental problems of existence and in the answers which the human 
race has sought to find for them on the various stages of civiliza- 
^ tion. Besides, such a study helps men to understand their own 
and other times; it throws light on the ethical, religions, 
political, legal, and economic conceptions of the past aud the 
present, by revealing the underlying principles on which 
these are based. It likewise serves as a useful preparation for 
philosophical speculation; passing, as it does, from the simpler 
to the more complex and di^cuir.coasirnctlons of thon^it.lt 
reviews the pKliosopluc^ ^perience of the rnrp thf 

• muul m abstrac t thiuMp g . In this wav we are aidpfl tn wnrifing 
out our o^vn views of the world and of life. The man who tries 
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to construct a system of pliflosophy in absolute independence 
of tlie vrork of liis prcdecc^ors cannot hope to rise verj’ far 
beyond the ernde theories of the beginnings of civilization. 

Science and philosophy majJ)e said_to Imve liad their origin 
in rel igion, or rather, ori ginally science, philosophy, and reli* 
gion were one.: mythology is the primitive attempt to understand 
the world. , Sfan at firet interprets the phenomena which, for 
some reason or other, largely practical, attract his attention, 
according to his crude experiences. He projects his own ^nature 
into them, fashions them after his own image, aaiaiotcs them, 
regards them as somehow alive and “ ensouled.” Among many 
peoples, such vague and indefinite animistic” notions are trans- 
formed into clear and distinct conceptions of personalities, — 
of 'a higher order than human beings, but yet essentially resem- 
bling human beings (polytheism). None of these mythological 
creations, however, can be regarded as the work of single indi- 
vidu als or'ailh e pt ^duet o f logical thought; the y ore expressions 
q r^re^^ollieti ve "soul, in^which imagination and will play the 
InosTTmpprtant .role' ^ 

A universal historj' of philosophy would include the philoso- 
phies of all peoples. Not all peoples,' however, hove produced 
real systems of thought, and the .speculations of only a few can 
be said to have had a history. Many do not rise beyond the 
mythological stage. Even the theories of Oriental peoples, the i 
Ilindus, Egyptians, Chinese, consist, in the main, of mythological I 
and ethical doctrines, and are not thoroughgoing systems of | 
thought : they arc sho t through _witli poctry.and faiUi...— We shall , ' 
therefore, limit ourselves to the study of the’ Western countries, 
and begin with the philosophy of the ancient Greeks, o n who se_ 
culture our own civilization, jn part, rests. We shall follow the 
■^to5iary~cIassification of universal history and dinde onr field 
into Ancient Philosophy, SIcdieval or Christian Philosophy, and 
Modern Philosophy. 

X The sources of our study will be (1) the works of the philoso- 
phers or the fragments of their writings, in eases ‘where only 
the latter are extant; primarj; sources. (2) In the absence of 
either of these, wc have to depend, for our knowledge of their 
teachings, on the most trustworthy and aecnrate accounts of 
them by others. Among the sources which will help us here are 
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expositions of the lives and doctrines of particular philosophers, 
general and special treatises on the history of philosophy, criti- 
cisms of certain teachings, and references to them in various 
books. Such secondary sources are indispensable where the 
primary sources have disappeared. But even when this is not 
the ease, the secondary sourer are of great value in so far 
as they may throw light on the q^stems with which they deal. 
The historian of philosophy will seek help from all works that 
contribute to our knowledge of the subject, and among these the 
secondary sources play an important part. He will also appeal 
to whatever fields of research may give him an understanding 
of the spirit of the times under examination : to the history of 
all human activities, such as science, literature, art, morals, 
education, politics, and religion. 


IVorks on the history of philosophy (including ancient, medieval, 
and modem). Introductory: K. Fischer, ZTistory of aXodern PMloso- 
phy, vol. I, Book I, transl. by Gordy; B. D. Alexander, A Short 
History of Philosophy; Weber, History of Philosophy, transl. by 
Thillyj Schweglcr, History of Philosophy, transl. by Seelye; A. K. 
Rogers, A Student's History of Philosophy; 'Windelband, History of 
Philosophy, transl. by Tufts; Turner, History of Philosophy; Stbeki, 
llandhook of the History of Philosophy, transl. by Coffey; Cushman, 
History of Philosophy. See also: J. B. Bury, History of the Freedom 
of Thought; J, M. Robertson, Short History of Free Thoxtght, 2 vols. 

More advanced works : J. E. Erdmann, History of Philosophy, 3 vols., 
transl. by Hough; Uebenveg, History of Philosophy, 3 vols., transl. by 
Morris (from the German ed. of 1874, which has been frequently 
revised and supplemented by M. Heinze and is now in its 10th ed.) ; 
Hegel, LecUires on the History of Philosophy, 3 vols., transl. by Hal- 
dane; Allgemeine Geschichte der PhUosophie (prepared by a number 
of German scholars for the series KuUbt der Gegenwcirt; contains 
also sections on primitive philosophy, Hindu, Mohammedan and Jewish, 
Chmese, and Japanese philosophy) ; Deussen, Allgemeine Geschichte 
der PhUosophie, \o\. I (three parts) contains Oriental philosophy; 
vol. II, Greek philosophy and philosophy of the Bible; Grosse Denker, 
by many ^ German scholars; Schwarz, Her -Gottesgedanke in der 
Philosophic. 

Histories of special subjects: Lange, History of Materialism, 3 vols., 
transl. by Thomas; Lasswitz, Geschichte der Atomistih; Willmann, 
Geschichte des Idealismus, 3 vols.; R. Richter, Der Skeptigismus in 
der PhUosophie, 2 vols. Logic; Pranll, Geschichte der Logik, 4 vols.; 
Uphucs, Geschichte der PhUosophie ols Erkennttiiskritik: Adamson, 
Short History of Logic. Psychol<^; Dessoir, Outlines of the History 
of Psychology, transl. by Fisher; Klemm, History of Psychology, transl. 
by Wilm; J. M. Baldwin, History of Psychology, 2 vols.; Bosanquet, 
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Uiilovj of .•TTjlAffiVv*; Sclianlrr, K’nh'»c/S<* Orschifhte tier Aesthctik. 
Klhics ; I’au!<cn, St;tlem of llthieSf «1. and trnnsl. by Tliilly, pji. W-215; 
Kuckcii, iVotffm of Human Life, tniti<I. by lloiiph and lloj-cc Gih'^on; 
Sidpviek, JIhiorif of Kihict; IL A. I*. Uo^^cty, S^orl Jlhlort/ of Kihica; 
Wundl, KthUs, \o\. H; Martincau, Types of Kthical Thconj, 2 voli. 
(Hyylop, Lktnenfs of A'MiVa, f'tth, Stu^y of Lthieal Principles, Tliilly, 
fntrnJiirfion (o contain Iii»(i>ric3t nntcrial.) Hand, Cla^jiVal 

Jforoltifj (wU'ction^ from writers); Watson, 7/fdonu/ic Theories from 
AritJippus to Spencer; Janet, Jliitoire Je h philosophic morale et 
politique. PoUtifs: INilhKk, History of lAe Science of J’dIi’IiVs; Dun* 
iiinjj, tlittory of PoUtieot TAeoriVj; lUuntsclili, Gesehichte des allyc- 
meinrn Slaattrechls. Kdiiration: 1*. Miinroo, Tejt-lool: I’a the JlUtonj 
of f.Vu«ifion; Gravc«s Historij of Education, 3 voN.; Davidson, His- 
tory of Education; Wi!Haiii«, History of Education; Sebmid, Oeschichtc 
dcr Erciehuny. t^eicncc: Wbcwell, i/«tofV of Induetite ,SciVnc«, 3 
%oL<.; Ifrjk, Gesehiehte der ,Vflf«fen«jfn«cAo/rm; German works by 
StnitiK, Hrjk, Srbnltzc; 11. F. Oslwni, Ffp»n the Oreris to Dnnrm; 
IIann<y|un), fitudes d'httloire des sriVners* bUtories of mathematics by 
Cajon, Dal), Cantor, Montiirla, Clwslrs; of rhrroistiy' by Kopp; of 
astronomy by Derrj', Drcycr, Wolf, DcUmbrr. 

Dictionaries of phlbif'opby: Italdwln, 2 vcN.f Ocrrmin works by 
nUlcr, Slanllincf, Kirrimcr; KWer, /’Aifci.*opbfn*7x'jiion, Consult 
nUo articles in cneyclnpc<b'as, especially /.’nn/cfoprrfra DHtanniea, 
Hastinps, ii«ei/riopc</irt of Iletipion and Ethics, CotAob’c /’neycfopcdi«_, 
Jrvish Eneyeloi*<d!a, I\ Muitroe, Cyclopedia of A.Vueolion. 

Biblioprapbios in Il.in/}, HibVoyraphy of Philosophy; D.aldnin, Die- 
lionanj of Philotophy, vol. Ill; Ucl*cn«iTK-Uoinzo, op. eit., 10th German 
c«l. Complete bihlloCTnphtos of Iwoks publi«hetl since ISM in .IrcAiV 
fur jiyjfcjnoliVAe P^losopAic; since 190S in Huge, Z*AilojopAie rfer- 
Gr^cnmirt. 

I’liiloHophical jonrnaN; /'Ai7ii»opA»VoI Jlerietr, /nfrmn/ioiinl Journal 
of fJiAics, Journal of Philosophy, PaychoJoyy, and Se. Methods, Monist, 
Mind, Vroceedinys of AristoteUan Society, Archh fur i’Ai7(WO/iAiV, 
Tt’flnf'S'/MfbVfi, /feilscAnyt filr i'iVrtf/;«ArfjscAn7t fur triVs. 

Philosophic, Eeilsehrift fur jMsiticidisehe Philosophic, /'Ai7oso/)A£jcAcj 
JuArbucA, JaArbucA fur i'AilosopAiV, Loyos, Pevue philosophique, 
Herxte de wrtapAt/Ji'^uc et de morale, Jlecue Je pAi7cwopAie, Ann^e 
philosophique, Uerue des sciences pAi7ojo/>A/y«rj et thfoloyiqves, J?ei«o 
«7ojcolasti/;Hes, Itcvue lAomisfo, .tnnnlev de pAi7oto;'Ai« eAre'tiVnnc, 
yjinsta i?i filosofia, 7/i‘rt«ta fitosofiea, Ettista di (ilosofia e sciense af^ni, 
La oultKrn fitosofiea, Ztirista neosooIttstiVo. 

Psj’chological journals; Psychological Hcvicie, American Journal 
of Psychology, Ttn'fisA Journal of Psychology, Archiv fur PifycAoIorpc, 
Psyehologhehc Studien, Zcitschrift fur Psychologic, Archives de psy- 
ehologie, La rerue psyehologique, Annie psyehologlqve, Divista di 
pjicoloyirt, ^tnnfllfs di pjieoloyio. 
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PHILOSOPHY OP- NATURE 
1. Omci?? A^^> Developjieot op Early Greek Tiioucnr 

Few of the nncient peoples advanced far beyond the mytho- 
logical stage, and perhaps none of them can be said to 
have developed a genuine philosophy except the 
Greeks, ‘ It is for tliis reason that wc begin our ac- History of 
count with them. They not only laid tlic fotiuda- pi^ff^nnhv 
tions upon which aU'anustrqu^i‘s >^tmnVof ‘Weste rn 
tlroughfbavc'bceh''rcarcd, hu Yforronlatcd nearl y all the prob- 
lemsTnd suggesfe'd ncarl.y nll'tbc answers \rith which European 
oinlization occupied itself for two__thpnsan^ years.” , Their 
philosophy is one of" tho'^Uost examples of the evolution of 
human' thinking frora smiple mytliological beginnings to complex 
and comprehensive sj’stems.that any pcoplejms furnished. The 
spTHrbf jn'depcndoncc' and’the love of truth which animate their 
thinkers have never been surpassed and rarely equaled. For 
these reasons the study of Greek philosophy ought to be an 
attractive and valuable discipline to the student interested in 
higher speculative thought. 

By the history of Greek philosophy we mean the intellectual 
movement which originated and dcvelbped in the Hellenie world. 
We shall include in it, however, not only the systems of the 
Greeks themselves, but also those which exliibit the essential 
features of Greek thinlung and wliich are manifestly the prod- 
ucts of Hellenie civilization, whether they flourish at Athens, 
Rome, Alexandria, or in Asia Minor. 

The people whose philosophy wc are to study inhabited the 
mountain peninsula of Greece, a territory whose natural char- 
acteristics were favorable to the production of a Environmeut 
strong and active race, and whose many harbors, 
while encouraging naWgation and commerce, furnished an 
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outlet for emigration over the islamls to the lands beyond. 
Greek colonics were established in an unbroken chain from the 
mainland to the coasts of Asia Minor ami, eventually, to Egypt, 
Sicily, Southern Italy, and the Pillars of Ilerculos; jvithout 
losing touch with the mother country, these colonics enjoyed the 
benehts which active contact with peoples of different customs, 
traditions, and institutions is apt to bring. The wonderful 
economic progress resulting from sucli conditions, the develop- 
ment of commerce, industry, and trade, the rise of cities, the 
accumulation of wealth, and the increasing division of labor 
exercised a profound influence on Ibc social, political, intellectual, 
and religious life of the entire Greek world and opened the way 
to a new and richer civilization. This physical and human envi- 
ronment helped to stimulate both intellect and will; it gave men 
a broader outlook upon life and the world, quickened the spirit 
of criticism and reflection, led to the development of unique 
personalities, and made possible a varied progress along all lines 
of human thought and action. To a people naturally endowed 
with keen and quick intelligence, a burning thirst for knowledge, 
a fine sense of beauty, and practical energy and ambition, it sup- 
plied the materials upon which to try its powers and talents; 
and enabled it to make rapid progress in the field of politics, 
religion, morals, literature, and philosophy. 

The political fortunes of the IlcIIcnic city-states, on the main- 
land and in the colonics, exhibit certain common characteristics: 
Politics everj’whcrc we find an evolution from the patri- 
archal monarchy through the aristocracy to democ- 
racy. The society described by the Homeric epics is a caste so- 
ciety and the form of government a patriarchal monarchy. The 
acquisition of wealth and culture by the few leads to the establish- 
ment oi aristocratic forms ol government and, ns time goes on, to 
the rise of oligarchies. 'With changing social conditions, a citizen 
class (the Demos) arises and begins to dispute the leadership 
of the privileged class; and through the efforts of bold and 
ambitious men, who wrest the power from the lords, “ tyrannies ” 
are established throughout the Hellenic world, during the 
seventh and sixth centuries b.c. In the end, the people them- 
selves assume the reins of government, and the tyranny gives 
way to the democracy. 
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"We may view these conditions as the result of the awakening 
of the Greek consciousness. The new movement is ho^h a_ sjunp* 
tom ^d_a cause of enlightenment: it is the outward 
of^rowing reflection and criticism of the tradi- 
tional; it issues in a prot«t against the old institutions and 
in'a' demand for reform. The histoiy_ofJ3ree^iterature before 
the sixth centurj^^^.' reveals th^ development of a spirit of 
tefl^Uon Md criticism ^milar to that expressing itself in 
p olitical life . The Ilomcrie cheerfulness and objectivity, char- 
acteristic of the naivete of childhood, gradually disappear; the 
poets become Jess optimistic, more critical and subjective. Al- 
ready in Homer we find occasional moral reflections on the 
beharior of men, the foolishness of mortals, the misery and 
transitoriness of life, and the wickedness of injustice. In Hesiod 
the note of criticism and pessimism grows louder; his Works 
and Saijs is a moral handbook that attacks the foibles of the 
age and offers moral maxims and practical rules of life, praising 
the home-spun virtues and lamenting the decline of the good 
old days. In mournful and satiric strain, poets of the seventh 
century (Alcicus, Simonides, Archilochiv?) decry the rise of 
the {yrannis and deplore the weakness of men, urging them, 
however, to bear their lot bravely and to leave the outcome 
to the gods. The didactic and pessimistic spirit Is still more 
marked in the poetrj' of the sixth century; the political fortunes 
of the people arc made the subject of discussion, and the new 
order of things is condemned, often with great bittemexs. To 
this period belong the fable-writer JEsop and the so-called 
gnomic poets (Solon, Phocylidcs, Tlieognis), whose wLsc maxims 
embodying ethical reflections may be characterized as on em- 
ivy.swA? jmnaJ trsJSf Ji^ .the .\? Jw^idn- , 

ning to anidyze and criticisc~ljfe, — not merely living it,” but 
■pondering on it ; — he is no longer content to give voice to the 
custo'mat^cbnceptions and ideals of his race, but is prompted 
to” set fortlT his own personal ethical, pojitical, and religious 
thoughts’ and yeanlings. ^Eventually, this spirit of inquirj* and j 
discontent, which results from larger and more complex experi- i 
cnees, lemis to a philosophical stndj' of human conduct in the • 
fornTof theories of ethics and i>olitics. 

The religious development follows along similar line^ Origi- 
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1 nally a form of nature-worship, the Greek religion develops 
I into polytheism and creates a society of gods peopled by the 
imagination of^the poets with a galaxy of superior 
Religion heings, who lead a historical life. In this field, too, 
the spirit of reflection and criticism does its work and helps to 
make religion ethical and rational. Reflection on the character 
and conduct of the gods, as portrayed by Homer, and the re- 
finement of tlie moral consciousness bring about a purer con- 
ception of Olympus; with the progress of civilization the gods 
themselves become moral and Zeus is conceived as the ethical 
head of the divine social order, the protector of right on earth 
and in heaven. 

The metaphysical need, on the other hand, finds expression 
in theories of the gods, their origin and relation to one another 
and the world. Jlen begin to think about the traditional 
mythology, asking themselves how such gods arose ; they attempt, 
in a crude way, to account for things, using the traditional 
mythology as the basis of their speculations. Tlic oldest example 
jl of such a primitive genealogy of the gods, or thcogony, is the 
Theogony of Hesiod. To the same class of literature belong 
the theogony of Plicrecydes of Syros (540 n.c.) and the Orphic 
cosmogonies, which, perhaps, rest on an older theogony (per- 
haps of the sixth century n.c.), but in their present form do 
not date hack farther than the first century b.c. According to 
the Theogony of Hesiod, Chaos first arose, then Gain (the earth), 
then Eros (love). Out of Chaos came Erebos (darkness) and 
Kux (night) and from the union of the two, .^ther (light) and 
Hemera (day). The earth brings forth the sea and, in union 
with the heaven (Uranos), the rivers. Prom the seed of Uranos 
springs Aphrodite (love) ; that is, the rains from heaven cause 
life to germinate in nature. The attempt is here made to 
explain the origin of things, m a scientific and logical man- 
^ner, as we understand these terms, but with the aid of the poetic 
'imagination and the popular mythology. The poet asks himself 
how the things and the occurrences around him came about, and 
accounts for them, in terms of simple every-day experiences, as 
the effects of generation or human volition: Darlcness and Night 
together generate the Day; the Earth fructified by Heaven gives 
birth to the rivers. 
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[^T^QgonKS,^tlioug]i_ n^tphHt^pby, are a preparation^ for ^ 
phiiosophj^ Already in the mythological notions there is pres^nF 
TgernTof philosophical thought, a desire for some 
kind of explanation, even though the demand is ^ ^ 

rooted in the will and easily satisfied by pictures of the imagi- 
nation. The Iheogonics and cosmogonies represent an advance 
over the jm^^hologies j _ tjmy are an attempt to rationalize the 
^^thical world and-to-cxplain the origin of,the beings supposed 
to gove rn occur rences in nature and.events in the life of man. 
TEeie tlieories, however^ are still, in a large measure, such as 
Talisty the poetical imagination rather than the logical intellect, 
•giid -they" appeal Jo ^up eroatu ral forces and agencies rather than 
to*natural causes, f T^hHosophyarises when fancy, is superseded 
~by"reason, jj- ii ^]^t ;.^when_ the supernatural 

’agenaes^refaba'^doned, as principles of explanation, and facts 
br cx^erience T padiLtheJjasiS-ofJnvc_stjgatio_n_nDcljexBlanatipn. 
ItTs on effort to accou nt for thing s and occurrences in a more 
‘ST'lcwnmpaffiar'a^^uflprejudiced way, int^'en^ently-of the. 
poplar ^mythology, and. unhampered-by- immedjate ^practical 
nec*dSj7Appearing in Greece during the sixth century B.C., in j 
an agTof enlightenment, it is the natural outcome of the spirit ( 
of inquiry which we have described and which expressed itself 
in all the forms of Greek mental life. 


Gomperz, The Greek Thinkers, vol. I; Zeller, .Oaf liaes of the His- 
tory of Greek Philosophy, and Philosophy of the Creefca, toI. I; 
Eyicyclopedia Brilannica, articles under Greece, Greek jVrt, Literature, 
Helicon, etc. 

Greek philosophy begins with an inquiry into the essence of , 
the objective world. It is, at first, laigely interested in external ] 
nature (philosophy of nature), and only gradually j ^ 

t^ns Rs.eye_in>ya^, on man himsrifa’or hecomes' '' 

h^anistic. _ Th e first great problem is: Wliat is ptifosopby '\ ' 
nature and, therefore, man f the sec ond; What is 
man and, therefore, nature! The shifting of the interest from , 
nature to man leads to the study of human-mental problems: \ 

the study of the human mind and human conduct, the study ■> 

of logic, ethics, psychology, politics, poetics. The att en tion is t 
next centered, more particularly, upon the ethical problem ; Wliat ' 
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V is tlie highest good, what is the end and aim o£ life 1 Ethics is 
' made the main issue; logic and metaphysics are studied as aids 
^ to tlic solution of the moral question. Finally, the problem of 
' God and man’s relation .to him, the theological problem, is pushed 
into the foreground, and Greek philosophy ends, as it began, 
in' religion. 

The first great problem was taken up in what we may 
call the Pre-Sophistic period, which extends, let us say, from 
about 585 to the middle of the fifth century n.o. The earliest 
Greek philosophy is naturalistic: its attention is directed to 
'.nature; it is mostly hylozoistic; it conceives nature^ as animated 
[ or alive ; it is^ontologieaU it inquires into the essence of things ; 
it is mainly monistic : it seeks to explain its phenomena by means , 
of a single principle; it is dogmatic: it naively presupposes the- ' 
competency of the human mind to solve the world-problem. The 
scene of the philosophy of this period is the colonial world; 
it flourishes in Ionia, Southern Italy, and Sicily. 

^(2) The period of the So phists, who belong t o the fi^ cen< 
/tury, is a period of transiti on. I t shows^^ growing distnist.pi 
Ihe“power of the human mind to solve the world-probl em an d 
a'"cbrrespondirig.lack faith in traditiqnal^conceptions and^ 

■ institutions. This movement is skeptical, radical, rcvdlutidnafy, 
indillercnt’ dr jaotag onistie to metaphysical speculation jjn.call- 
Ing ajtention’to the problem of man, -however, it makes neces- 
sary a more thorough examination knowledge 

find the problem of conduct, and^ishe^jn the Socratic period. 
,ittliens is the home of this new enlightenment and of the great 
schools of philosophy growing out of it. 

(3) The Softfatic period, wl uch e xtcnda-frQm_430, to. 320 n.c., 

^ a period, pf_ reconstruction. Socrates defends knowledge 
against the a^ ault s of skepticism, and shows how truth may bo 

r eached b y the employment ofji li^ical meth od. He, also ’paves- p.,' 

the waylor a science of ethics by jiis .efforts to_define the mean- 
Plato and Aristotle build upon the foundations 
laid by the master and construct rational theories of knowledge 
(logic), conduct (ethics), and the State (politics). They.like-. 
wise work out comprehensive sj’stcms_of thought (metaphysics), 
^nd interpret the universe in terms of mind, or reason, or spirit. 
I^'^l^^may, therefore, characterize this philosophy as critical: it 
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investigates the principles of knotrIcdgG;.as rationalistic^^ it_ac- .'i 
cepts the competence of reason Jn the -scareh after trotii; as j 
Jlirmanislic_L,it^ 5 lndi cs m agj as s piritualistic or idealistic; ,it / 
makc^mind the chief factor in.thc e^knation,^f_realitj'. Itjs! • j 
d^^i^jn the.sense that ' it r ecognizes matter as a secondary^ ^ 
factor . 

(4) The last period, which extends from 320 b.c. to 529 a.d., 
when the Emperor Justinian closed the schools of the philoso- 
phcrs,_ is called .the Post-Aristotelian.— -The -scene, is laid in 
Atliens, Alexandria, ^and Rome. _T}Vo_ phases may be noted, an 
etliici^and a th eological one. (a) The paramount question with 
Eeno, the Stoic, and Epiciirus, the hedonist, is the problem of 
conduct; ."IVIiat is the aim .of rational human endeavor, the high- 
est g^dt "The Epicureans find the nnswerjn happiness; tlie 
Stoics _in 'a virluous.lifc. Both schools are interested in logic 
and metaphysics; the former, because such knowledge will 
destroy superstition and ignorance and contribute to happiness | 
fife' latter, because it. will jc ach m an his dj^ii.a^ 2 ^part of a 
rati onal uniyeno. The Epicureans are mechnnistsj according 
to the Stoics, _th?'unlybfic is the expression of divine wason. 

(b) The theological movement, which took its rise in Alexandria, 
resulted from the contact of Greek plnlosopliy with Oriental ' 
religions. In Xcoplatonism, its most developed form, it seeks . 
tojjxplain Jho world as an emanntion_from _a f transcendent God 1: 
who is both the source and the goal of all being. . '.''T 

Consult the general histories of philosophy and special works men- 
lionwl on pages 4 and 5; also tho following: Jfnrshall, History of 
Greek Vhxlo$ophy; tYindelb.'iml, History of .IneiVnl Philosophy, transl. 
by Cushman ; Zeller, OuUincs of History of Greek Philosophy, JransJ. 
by Alfejme and Abbott; Bonn, Philosophy of Greece, 2 vok.; J. Bur- 
net, History of Greek Philosophy; AUaiason. Brrelopmerj; of Greek 
Philosophy; Schwegler, Cesehiehte der yriechischen Philosophic. 

Jlore advanced works; Zeller, Philosophy of the Greets (Ibc sland- 
anl work), transl. by Allcync and others, 9 voK; Gomperz, Greek 
Thinkers, transl. by SIngnus 4 volt.; M. ^Ynndt, Cesehiehte der 
griechischen Philosophie, 2 vols.; During, Cesehiehte der griechisehen 
Philosophie, 2 vols.; Siebcck, Untersuchungen sur Philcrsophic der 
Griechen, 2d cd. 

Special works: IT. 0. Taylor, Ancient Ideals; MabafTy, History of 
Greek Cirilirofion, and ITba; ve Oue to the Greeks; Comfonl, from 
Peligton to Philosophy (treats Greek pliilnsopliy as an evolution from 
Greek religion); IJohert Ej>ler, WeltenmanteJ und HimmetsseU (Greek 
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pliilosopliy a continuation of Iranian traditions of mysteries of Asia 
Minor and India) ; Campbell, Religion in Greek Literature; Caird, 
Evolution of Theology in the Greek Philosophers, 2 vols.; Rohde, 
Psyche; Gilbert, Griechische ReligionapMlosophie ; Krischo, Die the- 
ologischen Lehren der griechiachen Denkerj Ileinzc, Lehrc tom Logos, 
etc.j Aall, Gcschi’chfc der Logosidee, etc. Loffic: Beare, Greek The- 
ories of Elementary Cognition; German works by Natorp and Freytag. 
Psychology: works by Siebeck (from Aristotle to Thomas of Afiuino) 
and Chaignet. Ethics: by Sclunidt, Lutbardt, Ziegler, Kbstlin; Denis, 
Jlistotre des theories et des idees morales dans Vantiquite; also Ileinze, 
i7«ddmontsni«s in der griechiachen rkilosophic. Education: works by 
MaliafTy and Laurie; Davidson, Ariatoile and Ancient Educational 
Ideals. Science: histories of mathematics by Gow, Allman, Brctt- 
schneider, Hankel. 

Histories of Greece: Biirj', Orote (12 vols.), Meyer (5 vols.). His- 
tories of Greek literature by Jevons, Murray, Croiset, Maliaffy (3 vols.), 
Christ, Bergkh (4 vols.). 

For accounts of the original sources see Windclband, Ancient Philos- 
opJiy, pp. 8-11; Zeller, Outlines, pp. 7-14; Ueberweg-Heinze, Part I, 
§7. 

Collections of fragments and passages relating to philosophers by 
MuUacb, 3 vols., Ritter and Preller, Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 
(Greek and German), 2d ed., Doxographi Craeci, and Poelarum phi- 
losophorim fragmenta. Consult alwaj-s Aristotle, iletaphysks, Bk. I. 

English translations of fragments, ete.r Fairbanks, First Philoso- 
phers of Greece; Bakcwell, Source-Rook of Ancient Philosophy. See 
also Jackson, Texts to Illustrate the History of Philosophy from 
Thales to Aristotle. 

2. Development op Pbe-Sophistic Philosophy 

Under this head we shall consider the Ionian “ phj’sicists,” 
o r natu re-philosop hei^ the . PythagorMns) Heraclitus, the 
) Elea tics, Empedocles, the Atomists, and- Anaxagoras. The 
j speculative impulse finds genuine expre.ssion in the Ionian 
physicists, who attempt to explain phenomena by natural causes 
and without appeal to mytliical beings. Tiicy ask the question : 
Y^iat is the_basal stuff of which the world is composed? and 
lansw^er in terre^ of sense-n^eptlon^ it is cither water or air 

9_hypothetical-undiffereiitiated_inass. By^means of a single 

prmdple .(monism) they_endeavor_to account forTTlirqualities’ 
_of differen t_J)odies and their chants? these are transformations 
th^primal_stpff, . As observation shows, -substantms are 
^h ang ed- into ot^r, substances (water, for example, becomes 
steam) ; hence the original element must have been similarly 
transmuted into the different substances found in our present 
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world of experience. The fact of cha nge itself is_explained by 
t he view,--7-tacitIy . assitni^"Tjy"all the early Greek thinkers, — ^ 
'^that realityJs^alivej^the-OnginaLsubstance.hears within itself 'Vf 
1 the cause of motion and change (hylozoUm). The Pythagoreans 
^^heir attention, not so much upon a sense-perceived substance, 

[as upon the relations existing between things, the order, uni- 
formity, or harmony in the world. Since this may he expressed 
in numbers, they make entities of numbers, conceiving them as 
the primary causes of things. Heraclitus resembles the lonians 
in assuming an animated substanec (fire) as the principle, but 
consciously singles’out the fact of change, or becoming, as the 
significant thing; the world, according to him, is in constant 
change ; everything is in a state of flux ; there is no real perma- 
nence in things. He also brings out, more clearly than did his 
predecessors, the idea that there is a reason in the world con- 
trolling its happenings. The Eleatics, too, turn their attention 
to the notion of change, but reject it as absolutely inconceivable: 
it is unthinkable that an element, like fire, should ever become 
anything else; a thing cannot become something other than 
itself; whatever is, must remain what it is; permanence, not 
.change, is the significant characteristic of reality.- The problem 
;thus created is taken up by Empedocles, who agrees with the 
Eleatics that absolute change is impossible, that nothing can 
become anything else, in the real sense of the term, Nothing can 
come from nothing; nothing can go into nothing; nothing can 
change into anything absolutely different. And still, so he holds 
'with Heraclitus, things do change. The change, however, is only 
(relative, not absolute. There arc permanent elements or par- ' . 
'tides; these are combined to form bodies; this is origin; and 
the parts of the bodies are separated: this is decay. Nothing 
can really originate or change or disappear in the absolute sense ; 
hut the permanent, unchangeable elements of the world can and 
do change their relations to one another. The Atomisfs accept 
this new conception in principle, but differ from Empedocles in 
several respects; instead of assuming, as he did, four elements 
(earth, air, fire, water) and certain moving forces, personified 
as Love and Hate, they presuppose numberless minute indivisible 
particles of matter, called atoms, which are more elementary 
than earth, air, fire, water; and conceive motion as inlierent 
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in the atoms themselves. Anaxagoras also subscribes to the prin- 
ciples of explanation offered by Empedocles and the Atomists, 
■with this difference: he assumes countless elementary qualities 
and introduces the notion of a mind, outside of these elements, 
to explain tlie origin of their motion. The Sophists, finally, 
assume a negative attitude towards all these theories, declar- 
ing the attempts to solve the world-problem to be futile, on the 
ground that certain knowledge in this field is out of the question. 

Special works; Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 2d cd.; Ileidel, 
Study of the Concept of Nature ainoR^ Pre-Socralics; Teiclimullcr, 
Studien; Byk, Vorsokratische Philosophic; Qocbcl, rorsotrn/isc/ic Phi- 
losophie; Schultz, Pythagoras und IJeraLUl. Translations of fragments 
in Fairbanks, Burnet, and Bakewcll. Bibliographies in Ueberweg- 
Heinze, op. eit., Part I. 

3. PaoDLEM OP Substance 

Thales was bom in Miletus, a Greek colony, about C24 B.C., and 
died between G54 and 548 d.c. He was noted as a statesman, mathema- 
tician, and astronomer, and as the first philosopher of 
Thales Greece. It is said that he predicted the eclipse which 

occurred May 23, 635. All the writers who give lists 
c£ the Seven 77136 Men of Greece mention his name. Thales prob- 
ably never wrote anything; at any rate we possess no work of his; 
the book Nautical Astrology, which has been ascribed to him, is 
spurious. Our knowledge of bis teaching is, therefore, limited to 
secondary sources. 

The importance of Thales lies in his having put the philo- 
sophical question squarely and in having answered it without 
reference to mythical beings. He declared water to be the 
original stuff, basing his inference, perhaps, on the observed 
fact that many elements esscutial to life (nourishment, heat, 
seed) contain moisture. Out of water cverj’thing comes ; how, 
he does not tell us, most likdy because the transformation of one 
substance into another was accepted by him as a fact of experi- 
ence, and was not a problem for him at nil. He evidently looked 
upon nature as alive, as moving, acting, changing, as did all 
the early Greek philosophers; so at least Aristotle tells us. If 
we may believe Hippolytus, all things not only come from water, 
according to Thales, but return to water. Perhaps he conceived 
it as 'a land of slime, which would explain most satisfactorily 
both solids and liquids and the origin of living beings. 
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Anaximander was born in Miletus, 611 B.C., and died 547 or 646 b.c. 
He is mentioned as a pupil of Thales, and it is fair to presume that, 
as a fellow-townsman, he was acquainted with the 
latter’s views. "We hear that he was interested in Anaximander 
astronomy, geography, and cosmology, that he made 
maps of the earth and of the heavens, and that he introduced the 
sun-dial into Greece. His treatise On Nature, of which only fragments 
remain, was the first philosophical book written in Greece and the first 
prose work in the Greek language. 

Anaximander reasoned somewhat as follows: The essence or 
principle of things is not w.atcr, as Thales supposes, — for water 
itself must be explained, — but the infinite {to anstpoy), an 
eternal imperishable substance out of which all things are made 
and to which all things return. By this he most likely meant 
a boundless space-filling animate mass, the nature of which 
he did not define specifically, because he regarded all quali- 
fies as derived from it. It is infinite, because, as he naively 
infers, otherwise it would be consumed in the creation of 
things. 

From this great mass of undifferentiated matter different sub- 
stances are parted off, in consequence of its eternal motion; first 
the hot and then the cold, the hot surrounding the cold as a 
sphere of flame. The heat of the flame turns the cold into mois- 
ture, and then into air, which expands and breaks up the sphere 
of fire into wheel-shaped rings. The rings have openings like 
the holes of a flute, through which the fire streams, and these 
are the heavenly bodies, which the air, surrounding them, forces 
to move around the earth. The sun is the highest body in the 
heavens, next comes the moon, and then the fixed stars and the 
planets. The earth is a cylindrical body in the center, formed 
by the dr>'ing-up of the original moisture, and the sea is what 
is left of the moisture. 

Out of the moist element, as the sun evaporated it, the first 
living beings arose. In the course of time, some of these creatures 
came out of the water upon the drier parts of the land, and 
adapted themselves to their new surroun^ngs. Man, like every 
other animal, was in the begimung a fish. Everything must 
return again to the primal moss whence it sprang, only to be 
produced anew ad infinitum. This is the doctrine of the alter- 
nation of worlds common to early thought. The creation of 
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things is injustice, in the sense that* by becoming what they are 
they rob the infinite. 

Anaximander’s thinking represents an advance over that of 
Thales, first, in his attempt to explain as a derivative the ele- 
ment which Thales sets up as a principle, and, secondly, in his 
attempt to describe the stages of the process of becoming. He 
likewise seems to have some notion, of tlie indestructibility of 
matter. His unwillingness to qualify the boundless mass shows 
a tendency towards a more abstract mode of thought than we 
find in his predecessor’s concrete, sensc-perceived substance. His 
original biological doctrines arc mentioned as early examples of 
the theory of evolution, wliilc his theory of the spheres plays 
an Important part in the history of astronomy. 

Anaximenes (588*524 B.C.), another citizen of Miletus, is sup- 
posed to have been a pupil of Anaximander. He wrote a prose- 
work in the Ionic dialect, of which only a small 

naxunenes is •left. Accorfing to him, the first 

principle of things, or underlying substance, is one and Infinite, 
as his teacher had held, but it is not indeterminate: it is air, 
or vapor, or mist. As air or breath is the life-giving element 
in us, so it is the principle of the universe. As our own soul, 
which is air, holds us together, so breath and air 

surround the whole world. This air is animate and extends infi- 
nitely through space. 

From air all things arise by the processes of rarefaction and 
condensation (7ruKv<»ot5) : when it is rarefied, air becomes 
^fire; when condensed, it becomes, in turn, wind, cloud, water, 
earth, and stone. All other things are composed of these. 
Changes are produced by motion, which is eternal. 

Later followers of the Milesian school are: Hippo {fifth century B.c.), 
Idffius, and Diogenes of Apollonia (440-425 n.c.). 

4. Pbobleu op Number 

The thinkers whom we have considered were interested in the 
proMcm of the essence of things: 'What, they ashed, is the stuS 
of which the world is composed, They regarded it as a concrete, 
determinate substance, like water or air, or as something from 
which such elements are differentiated. We come now to a school 
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of philosophers who turned their attention particularly to the 
question of form or relation. As mathematicians they were 
interested in quantitative relations, which are 
measurable, and began to speculate upon the prob- 
lem of the uniformity and rogularify in tlie world, 
attempting to explain this fact by making an entity of number, 
and setting it up as the principle of all being. 


The founder of the school (the Pythagoreans) was Pythagoras. 
Many fantastic stories are told of this man, particularly by writers 
coming centuries after his time. He is said to have traveled ex- 
tensively and to have derived his ideas from the countries through 
which he passed, but these accounts are untnistworthy. He was born 
in Samos, between 5S0 and 570 b.c., and emigrated to the Greek 
colonies in Southern Italy, perhaps in the year 529. It is stated 
that his opposition to the tyranny of Polycrates and hU loyalty to 
the aristocratic party caused him to leave his home. He settled in 
Crotoua and founded an association, the purpose of which is described 
as ethical, religious, and political. His ideal was to develop, among 
his followers, the political virtues, to teach them to act for the good 
of the State, to subordinate themselves to the whole. In order to 
realize this end, he emphasized the need of moral training: the in- 
dividual should learn to control himself, to suhdae his passions, to 
harmonize bis soul; he should have respect for authority, for the 
authority of his elders, his teachers, and the State.. The Pythagorean 
brotherhood seems to have been a practical training-school for citizen- 
ship, in which the ideals of the master were put to the test. Its 
members cultivated the virtue of friendship, and practised the habit 
of self-examination with a view to improving their character. They 
formed a commnnity, living together as a large family, taking their 
meals in common, wearing the same kind of dress, and applying them- 
selves to the arts and crafts, as well as to the study of music, medicine, ' 
and, particularly, mathematics. It was customary for members to 
pass through a novitiate, the watchword being: first to hear, then to 
know. It is probable that the society was, originally, a form of the 
great popular religious revival which took place in Greece at this 
time, and which had as its aim the purification of life and the par- 
ticipation of the entire people in worship, particularly that form of 
■it which expressed itself in the so-called mysteries. In the teachings 
of these mysteries, the future destiny of the soul was made dependent 
on man's conduct during his earthly life, and rules were laid down for 
the governance of his conduct. It is held that the Pythagorean society 
extended the usefulness of this religioos movement, which was spreading 
among the lower classes, by adapting it to the needs of the more 
edneated and aristocratic classes. 

The political tendencies of the Pythagorean brotherhood brought it 
into conQict with the people of many cities in which it gained ad- 
herents, and ultimately provoked serious persecution. In consequence of 
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these disturbances, it is stated, Pythagoras was forced to seek refuge in 
iMetapontum, where be died 600 iwj., while many of liis followers were 
driven from Italy and found a home ia Greece, among them Archytas of 
Tareutum (most likely a contemporary of Socrates) and Lj’sis, who 
escaped to Thebes. These misfortunes put an end to the Pythagorean 
brotherhood ns an organized society, though disciples of the master 
continued to teach and develop his doctrines for hundreds of years. 

Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras) Jotnhlicbus, Life of Pythagoras, See 
Gomperz, op. cit., vol. 1; liellcr, vol. I. 

Pythagoras hlaiself left no writings, and we can ascribe to him 
only the ethical, political, and religious teachings which have been 
mentioned. It is likely, however, that he is the origin.'itor of the 
number-theory which forms the central idea in the doctrines of the 
school that hears hia name and to wliich we now turn. The system, 
as it has come down to us, was worked out by Pliilolaus, in the second 
half of the fifth century d.c., and continued by other members of 
the school (Archytas, Lysis) into the fourth century. 

The Pythagoreans take note of the fact of form and relation 
in the world; they find measure, order, proportion, and unifonn 
recurrence, "which can'hr'exprdsSfd'in numbers.^ 
Pythagorean 'Without^num^r, they reasoned, there can h e no 
Thw^*^" rcl^iw and un iform ities, ^rd c r, no^lawL. 

hence numbor jntis t U e at _the ba sjs o f ^erything;^ 
nu mbers must bo the tru e_Tea\it>es,.the substances ’and ground^ 
o^liings, and everything else_an expression ofnumbers^, They 
made-entities'^^umbera^'^itist as 'nmhy persons to-day make 
entities of the laws of nature, speaking of them as though they 
were the causes of whatever happens. In their delight over 
the discovery that there is a num erical relation, for example, 
between the length of the' string and tTm'pitcri of the tone, they 
called number, which is only n symbol or expression of the 
relation,_tlm cause of the"reraiioh7~and~placed number behind* 
pbenom ena.as jtheir basal im iociple and ground. ' 

Now if number is the essence of things, then wltatover is true 
of number will be true of things. The Pythagoreans, tlierefore, 
devoted themselves to the study of the countless peculiarities 
discoverable in numbers, and ascribed tb^e to the universe 
at large. Numbers are odd and even ; the odd cannot be divided 
by two, the even cm; hence" t he" fjo fmer are limited, the latter 
imlimit^^ ^lence^the odd and the even, tbe^finite and the 
Jnfinite, the limite d an d uidimit^, constitute the es.sence of 
reality. ^ So, too, nature is a union of opposites, of the odd and 
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and is, therefore, a liarmony; since every sphere produces its 
own tones, the liarmony of the spheres results. 

Fantastic tliough these astronomical notions may seem, they 
paved the way for the construction of the heliocentric theory, 
which was offered in antiquity by Aristarchus of Samos, about 
280 D.c. In the course of time, the counter-earth and central 
lire were given up; and llicetas and Eephantus taught the 
axial rotation of the earth. Ileraclidcs found reason to reject 
the view that all the planets revolve around the earth in con- 
centric spheres, and connected their movementa with the move- 
ment of the sun. Aristarchus concluded from the larger size of 
the sim that it did not revolve around the earth and made the 
earth move round the sun, (Sec Gomperz, op. cit., vol. I.) 

5. Problem of Cij.vnoe 

The Ionian physicists were interested in the substantial nature 
of things, the Pythagoreans in quantitative relations, order, 
harmony, number. The nest problem to attract 
and*^^n"e problem of change or becoming. 

® The first philosophers spolcc of the process of 
change, tran-sformation, ongin and decay, in n naTvc objective 
way ; it W’as not a problem for them at all. They did not stop 
to speculate about the notion of change, but made use of it, in 
their explanations, without reflection. They showed how every- 
thing emerged from their assumed primal unity end how every- 
thing returned to it, how, for example, air became clouds, clouds 
water, water earth, and how all these substances could be trans- 
formed back again into the original substratum. Implicit in 
all these theories of the transformation of substance was the 
thought that nothing could absolutely originate or be lost: it 
is the same principle that appears now as water, now as cloud, 
and now as earth. It was only natural that some thinker should 
emphasize the phenomenon of cliange, growth, origin and decoy, 
and move it into the center of his sj’stera. This is what Hera- 
clitus did. He is deeply impressed with the fact of change in 
the world, and concludes that change constitutes the verj' life 
of the universe, that nothing is really permanent, that perma- 
nence is an illusion, that though things may appear to remain 
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stable, they are actually in an endless process of becoming, in 
a constant state of flux. The Eleatics take the opposite view 
and deny the verj’ possibility of change or becoming. To them 
it is unthinkable that reality should change, that a thing should 
really and truly become something else. And so they declared 
that change is illusory*, mere sense-appearance, and that being 
is permanent and eternal. 


Heraclitus (53o-473 B.c.) was bom in Ephesus, the son of a noble 
family. lie remained an uncompromising aristocrat all his life, his 
contempt for the democracy being extreme. Be was 
serious, critical, and pessimistic, independent in bis Heraclitus 
opinion of men, dogmatic, proud, and inclined to find 
fault. He speaks disparagingly of Hesiod, Pythagoras, Xenophanes, 
and even of Ilomcr, and prides himself on being self-taught. “Polyma- 
thy,” he says, “ docs not train Ibc mind; if it did, it would have made 
Hesiod and Pj-thagoras and Xenophanes wise.” His style is obscure, 
possibly intentionally so, so that he came to ho called the Ohsenre. 
Kercrtheloss, he was a forceful writer, full of wise and original sayings, 
and given to oracular utterances, which he made no attempt to support 
by proof. Only fragments of his work remain; it is suppos^ to 
have borne the customarj' title On ATofure and to have been divided 
into three parts, ph>*sical, ethical, political. The Letters frequently 
ascribed to him arc spurious. 

Patrick, 77crflc/ifus on /Mature; Bywatcr, Frapnenli of Jleraclitusj 
Bids, HerakJit (Greek and German), 2d od.: Schafer, Die PhilosopJiU 
des Ileraklit; monographs by Bemays, LasaPe. E- Pfieidcrer, Spenglcr, 
Bodrero. 


The fundamcntnl Ihongbt in the teaebiagof HeraditDs is, as 
we have already seen, tliat the universe is in a state of cease- 
less change; “ you could not step twice into tte 
same rivers, for other and yet other walers are 
ever flowing on.” It is to bring out tliis notion 
of incessant activity that he chooses as Hs frst principle the 
most mobile substance he knows, sivretiing- that never seems to 
come to rest, the ever-living fire (sccnetime? called by him vapor 
or breath), winch is regarded by him as the vital principle in 
the organism and the essence of the sfTd. To some interpreters 
the firc-principle is merely a reccreie piyrieaJ erpresdon 
ceaseless activity, or process, t»t a snbrianw:. but the ceafal 
substance, pure actirity.- Heradits* however, rno^t IDrrly- ^ 
not reason (he thing oat to so fee 2 pernt ; it sauced bim 
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n principle that changes incessantly, undergoes continual quali- 
tative transformation; and fire satisfied these demands. 

Fire changes into water and then into earth, and the earth 
changes back again into water and fire, “ for the way upward 
and the way downward arc one.'* " All things arc exchanged 
for fire, and fire for all things; as wares arc exchanged for gold 
and gold for wares.” Things seem to be permanent because we 
do not perceive tbc incessant movements in them, and because 
what they lose in one way they gain in another: the sun is new 
everj* day, kindled at its rising and quenched at its setting. 

.The primal unity is in constant motion and cliange, it never 
stands still. Its creation is destruction, its destruction creation. 
That is, as it pa.wcs into something else, from fire into water, 
the fire is lost in a new form of existence. Everything is thus 
changed into its opposite; cvcr>'*bing, therefore, is n union of 
opposite qualities; nothing can persist in its qualities, there is 
' no thing that has pcmiancnt qualities. In this sense, cvcrj’thing 
both is and is not; whatever can be predicated of its opposite 
may at the same time be predicated of it. And snch opposition 
alone makes a world possible. Hormony in music, for example, 
results from the combination of high notes and low notes, i.c., 
from a union of opposites. ? 

In other words, the world is ruled by strife; ” war is the 
father of all and the king of all.” If it were not for strife 
or oppo.sition, the world would pass away, — stagnate and die. 
” Even a potion dissolves into its ingredients when it is not 
stirred.” The oppositions and contradictions are united, and 
harmony is the result; indeed, there could he no such order with- 
out contradiction, opposition, ’movement, or change. Ultimately, 
they will all be reconciled in the universal principle ; the world 
will return to the original state of fire, which is also reason, 
and the process will begin anew. In this sense, good and bad 
are the same ; ‘ ‘ life and death, waking and sleeping, and youth 
and old age, are the same; for the latter change and are the 
former, and the former change back to the latter.” For God 
all things are fair and good and just, for God orders things 
ns they ought to be, perfects all things in the harmony of the 
whole, but men suppose some are unjust and others just. 

The cosmic process, therefore, is not haphazard or arbitrary, 
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but in accordance with " fixed measure or, as we should say 
to-day, governed by law. “ This one order of 
things neither any one of the gods nor of men has 
made, but it always was, is, and ever shall be, an 
ever-living fire, kindling according to fixed measure and 
extinguished according to fixed measure." Ilcraclitus some- 
times speaks of it as the work of Pale or Justice, expressing in 
this way the idea of necessity. In the midst of all change and 
contradiction, the only thing that persists or remains the same, 
is this law that underlies all movement and change and opposi- 
tion; it is the reason in things, the logos. The first principle is, 
therefore, a rational principle; it is alive and endowed with 
reason. ** This alone is unse," saj's our philosopher, " to un- 
derstand the intelligence by which all things arc steered through 
all things." 'Whether he conceived it as conscious intelligence, 
wc cannot say with absolute certainty, but it is fair to presume 
that he did. 

On this thcorj* of the universe, Heraclitus bases his ps}*« 
chologj’ and ethics. Man’s soul is a part of the unii’crsal fire 
and nourished by it. 'NVe breathe it, and receive 
it through our senses. The driest and warmest 
soul IS the best soul, most like the cosmic fire-soul. 
Sense-knowledge is inferior to reason; the eyes and cars are 
bad witnesses. That is, perception without reflection does not 
reveal to us the hidden truth, which can be found only hy 
reason. 

The controlling element in man is the soul, which is akin 
to divine reason. He must subordinate himself to the universal 
reason, to the law that pervades all things. " It is nceessarj* 
for those who speak uiUi intclHgence to hold fast to tlie uni- 
versal dement in all things, as a city holds fast to the law, and 
much more strongly. For all human laws are nourisiicd hy one 
which is divine." To be ethical is to live a rational life, to 
obey the dictates of reason, which is the same for ns all, the 
same for the whole world. Yet, ** though reason is common, 
most people live os tliough they had on understanding peculiar 
to themsdves." Jlorality means respect for law, self-discipline, 
control of passions; it is to govern oneself hy rational princi- 
ples. “ The people ought to fight for their Jaw os for a wall." 
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“ Character is a man’s guardian divinity.” ” 'Wantonness 
must be quenched more tlmn a conflagration.” ” It is hard 
to contend with passion; for vrhatever it desires to get it buys 
at the cost of the soul.” ‘‘ To me one man is ten thousand 
if he be the best.” 

Heraclitus had a low opinion of the masses who ‘‘ follow the 
bards and employ the crowd as their teacher, not knowing that 
many are bad and few good,” and ” cat their fill like cattle.” 
Life is a sorry game at best: ” lifetime is a child ploying at 
draughts; the kingdom is a child’s.” ” 5Ian, like a light in the 
night, is kindled and put out.” For the popular religion, too, 
he had nothing but contempt: “They purify themselves with 
blood, as if one who had stepped into the mud were to wash it 
off with mud. If any one of men should obser\'c him doing so, 
he would think he was insane. And to these images they pray, 
just -ns if one were to converse with men’s houses, for they know 
not what gods and heroes! arc.”* 

Heraclitus is impressed with the phenomenon of change and 
motion; the Elcatics insist that change and motion arc un* 
thinkable, that the principle of things must bo 
Elea permanent, unmoved, and never-changing. The 

school takes its name from the town of Elea, iu 
Southern Italy, the home of its real founder Parmenides. \Ve 
distinguish three phases in this philosophy: (1) Xenophanes, 
who may be regarded ns the originator, presents its fundamental 
thought in theological form. (2) Parmenides develops it as 
an ontology and completes the sj'stcm.' (3) Zeno and SIclissus 
are the defenders of the doctrine: they arc the dialecticians of 
the school. The former attempts to prove the Eleatie theses by 
showing the absurdity of their opposites, while the latter olTera 
positive proofs in support of the theories. 

Freudeothal, Vber die Theoloffie des Xenophanes; Dicb, Parmenides. 
See bibliography in Ueberweg-Heinze, §§ 1&-21. 

Xenophanes (570-480 b.c.) emigrated from Colophon, in Asia 
Minor, to Southern Italy, and as a rhapsodist wandered from 
place to place, reciting his ethical-religious poems. Only a few 
fragments of his works are extant He is a speculative theo- 

* Translations by Fairbanks, First Philosophers of Greece. 
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The world-view suggested by Xenophanes was developed and com- 
pleted by Parmenides, the metaphysician of the school, who was bora 
about 515 B.C., the son of a wealthy Elean family. Ho was acquainted 
with the teachings of Heraclitus, and had probably been a Pythagorean. 
His didactic poem On Nature, ‘fragments of which have been pre- 
served, is divided into two parts: concerning truth and concerning 
opinions. 


Heraclitus taught that everything changes, that fire becomes 
water, and water earth, and earth fire, that things arc and then 
Ontolof^ possible? asks Par- 

menides; how can a thing both ho and not be? 
How can any one think such a contradiction; how can a thing 
change its qualities, how can one quality become another quality? 
To say that it can, is to say that something is and something 
is not, that something can come from nothing, and that some- 
thing can become nothing. Or, to employ another line of argu- 
ment: If being has become, it must either have come from not- 
heing or from being. If from not-bcing, it has come from 
nothing, which, is impossible; if from being, then it has come 
from itself, which is equivalent to saying that it is identical with 
itself or always was. 

It is evident, then, that from being, only being can come, that 
no thing can become anything else, that whatever is always has 
been and always will be, or remains what it is. Hence, there 
can he only one eternal, underived, unchangeable being. Since 
It IS all alike and there cannot be anything in it but being, 
it must be continuous. Further, it must he immovable, for 
being cannot come into being or pass away, and there is no non- 
being (space) for it to move in. Again, being and thought are 
one, for what cannot he thought, cannot be; and what cannot 
be, or non-being, cannot be thought. That is, thought and being 
are identical: whatever is thought, has being. Being and 
fought are also one in the seme that reality is endowed with 

continuous, indeterminate 
t™ ^ \ imagination of our philosopher pic- 

S eternal and immutaL 

fan mZn therefore, the world of sense 

IS to Identify bemg with non-being. Parmenides shows a firm 
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belief in reason: what is contradictoiy to thought cannot he 
real. 

Besides the doctrine called the truth, Parmenides offers a 
theory, based-on sense-perception, 'according to which there are 
both being and non-being, and hence motion and change. The 
world is the result of the mingling of two principles, the warm 
and light element and the cold and dark element. Organic 
beings arose from slimo. The thought of man depends on the 
mixture of the elements in his body, the warm element per- 
ceiving the warmth and light in the world; the other, its 
opposite. 

Parmenides shows us in his true ** teaching that logical 
thought compels us to conceh'c the world as a unity, as un- 
changeable and immovable. Sense-perception, on the other hand, 
reveals to us a world of plurality and change: this is the world 
of appearance and opinion. How it is possible for such a world 
to exist, or how it is possible to perceive such a world, he does 
not tell ns. 

Zeno (about 490-430), a statesman of Elea and a pupil of 
Parmenides, attempts to prove the Eleatic doctrine by point- 
ing out the absurdity of its opposite. His idea 
. ..... , , X. Dialectics 

IS that, It we assume plurality and motion, we 

involve ourselves in contradictions. Such notions are self- 
contradictoi^', hence it is impossible to accept them. Thus, if 
there are many things, these must be both inSnitfly small and 
infinitely great; infinitely small, because we can divide them 
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Bhort, the body can really never get anywhere; and motion is 
impossible- 

Melissus of Samos, a successful admiral, attempts a positive 
proof of the Eleatic doctrine. Being cannot have originated, 
for that would mean that there was non-being before there was 
being; and from non-being being cannot come. Being is also 
one, for if there were more beings than one, being would not b6 
unlimited. There is no empty space or non-being, hence motion 
is impossible. If there is neither multiplicity nor motion, there 
can be neither separation nor combination, and no change. 
Hence, the senses deceive us in presenting motion and change. 


G, Explanation op CnANOB 


The old nature-philosophers had all implicitly assumed that 
nothing can arise or disappear, that absolute creation or de- 
Solution of 13 impossible. They did not, however, 

the Riddle tring this thought to consciousness; they accepted 
it without criticism; it was implicit rather than 
explicit in their minds. The Eleatic thinkers become fully con- 
scious of the axiom ; they do not merely tacitly presuppose it 
in their reasonings, hut deliberately assert it as an absolute 
principle of thought and rigorously apply it. Nothing can arise 
or disappear, and nothing can change into anjihing else; no 
quality can become another quality, for that would mean the 
isappearance of a quality on the one Imnd, and the creation of 
a qua ity on the other. Reality is permanent and unchangeable, 
change a fiction of the senses. 


Still, things seem to persist, and things seem to change. How 
IS It possible for things to persist and yet to change? How 
IS this deadlock in thought to be removed ? Philosophy could not 
u thus; the riddle of permanence and change 

Ln/i * ^ and the dynamic views of the world 

HprnM'i ^ ed in some way; and this the successors of 

Heraclitus and Parmenides proceeded to do. 

arfS " ^ impossible; so far the Eleatics 

to bppfimp impossible for a thing to come from nothing, 

the ritrlit 1 “i'onee absolutely. And yet we have 

the right to speak of origin and decay, growth and change, 
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in n rclaiive Fcn«^. TJicrc nro beings or pnrticlcs of reality 
that nrc permanent, oriRinnl, imperishable, undorived, and these 
cannot change into nnyllnng else; they ore what tliey ore and 
must remain so, just as the Kleatic school mainlnins. These 
beings, or particles of reality, ho^rever, can be combined and 
fioparated, tliat is, form bcnlies that can again be resolved into 
their elements. The original bits of K'ality cannot Imj created 
or destroyed or change their nature, but they can change their 
relations in n^spccl to each other. And this is what we mean 
by change! In other words, absolute change is Impassible, but 
relative change Is possible. - Origin means combination, decay 
separation of elements: change is a change in their relations. 

Kmpcdoclcs, the Atomists. and Anaxagoras give the same 
geocml answer to the problem proposed by Iferaclitiis and Far- 
inenidcs. They agree that alKoIntc change is impos.sible, but 
Hint there is relative change. They differ, however, in their 
answers to the following questions; (1) ^Yhnt Is the nature of 
the particles of reality of which the world is composed? (2) 
■SV’hat causes these particles to combine and Fcpamtc? Accord* 
ing to Empedocles and Anaxagoras, the elements have definite 
qualities; according to the AloraisLs, they nrc without quality. 
According to Empedocles, there nrc four qualitative elements: 
earth, air, fire, water; according to Anaxagoras, there arc count- 
les.s numljcrs of snch elements. According to Ivmpwlocles, two 
mythical heings, Love and Ilato, cause the elements to unite and 
divide; according to Anaxagoras, it is a mind outside of the 
elements that initiates motion; according to the Atoraists, mo- 
tion is inherent in the elements themselves. 

Empedocles was bom in Agrigcntuin, Sicily, 495 a.c., the son of a 
wealthy and puhHc-siiiritod family. He was for a long time the leader 
of the democraey of his native city, nnd U is said of 
him that he declined the kingship. lie died, probably Empedocles 
ns an exile, in the Peloponnesus, 435 luc. The storj* 
that he eommittctl suicide by leaping into the crater of Mt. Avtna is 
Jegend.ity. Erapedoelcs was not only a slatcsm-sn and orator, but a 
religious teaclier, physician, i»oet, and philosopber. Jfany storiw arc 
told of the miracles he worke<l, and it is not unlikely that he himself 
believed in his powers of magic. Wc possess fragments of two poeps, 
.the one cosmological, On Nature, the other religions, hearing the title 
Puriftcaltons. (Translation in verse by LoonanI, 190S.) 
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According to Empedocles, there is neither origin nor decay 
in the strict sense, hut only mingling and separation. “ For it 
cannot be that aught can arise from what in no way is, and 
it is impossible and unheard of that what is should perish; for 
it always will Ic, wherever one may keep putting it.”* There 
are four elements, or ” roots of things,” each having its specific 
nature, earth, air, fire, water; they arc underived, unchangeable, 
and indestructible, and fill the all. Bodies are formed by the 
coming together of these elements, and destroyed by their dis- 
union. The influence of one body on another is explained as 
the passing of effusions from the one into the pores of the other, 
into which they fit. 

But what causes the elements to unite and divide? Em- 
pedocles explains this by assuming two mythical beings. Love 
and Strife, or Hate.f These two forces, — attraction and re- 
pulsion, we should call them,— always act together, causing 
bodies to be formed and bodies to be destroyed. Originally, 
however, all the elements were mingled together in the form of 
a sphere,— a blessed god, in whom Love reigned supreme. But 
gradually Strife gained the upper hand, and the elements were 
scattered, each existing for itself alone, there being no bodies of 
any kind. Then Love entered the chaos and produced a whirling 
motion, causing particles to unite, like with like. In conse- 
quence, air or ether first separated off, forming the arch of the 
heavens; fire came next, forming the sphere of stars beneath; 
water was pressed from the earth by rotating motion, and seas 
were formed; and the evaporation of the water by the fire of 
heaven produced the lower atmosphere. This process of union 
wi continue until all the elements shall be combined again 
mto a blessed sphere, by the action of Love, and then the 
process of disintegration mill begin anew, and so on, in periodic 

eliflnfrp. ’ 


Organic life arose from the earth, first plants, then different 
™mh- V These parts were 

3 all hinds of shapeless lumps 

ousters,— creatures with double faces, offspring of oxen 


•Translation by Burnet, 
tblmselves. Tlie^e^^s^a ■Und^n^^oMiu'to™ke° 
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th human faces, children of men Tvith oxen's heads, — ^which 
parated again, until, after many trials, such forms ■were pro- 
iced as Tvere fit to live; and these are perpetuated by 
neration. 

Man is composed of the four elements, which accounts for 
s ability to know each of them; like is known by like; it is 
’ earth that we see earth; and by water, water; and by air, 
orious air; and so on. Sense-perception is explained as the 
suit of the action of bodies on the sense-organs. Thus, in 
sion, particles (of fire and water) pass from the object seen 
the ej'e, where they are met by similar particles passing 
rough the pores of the eye, through the attraction of the par- 
ses from without. By the contact of these bodies, near the 
rface of "the eye, images are produced. Only such particles, 
iwever, affect the eye as fit into the pores of the eye. In 
inring, air rushes into the car and there produces sound; in 
ste and smell, particles enter the nose and mouth. The heart 
the seat of intelligence. 

Empedocles, in the hylozoistie fashion of the early Greek 
lilosopbcrs of nature, ascribes psychic life to all things: " All 
ings have power of thought.” In his religious work he teaches 
e fall of man and the transmigration of souls, doctrines which 
em to connect him with the great Orphic sect that influenced 
1 Hellas. 

Anaxagoras (500-42S B.C.), of Clazomena;, in Asia Minor, took up 
s abode at Athens and became the friend of the great statesman 
iricles, who aimed to make bis city tbe intellectual as 
:U as political center of Hellas. Owing to the char^ Anaxagoras 
' atheism, brought against him by the enemies of bis 
itron, he left Athens after a residence of thirty years (464-434), and 
ItJed at Lsmpsacus, where he died. He was a noted mathematician 
d astronomer, as well as philosopher. We have important fragments 
his work On Nature, which was written in clear and simple prose. 
Breier, Die Fhilosophie des Anaxagorasj Heinze, Vber den verit des 
naxagoras. 

The problem for Anaxagoras, as for Empedocles, was to 
:plain the phenomenon of change or becoming. He accepted 
le Eleatie notion that absolute change is impossible, that no 
lality can become another quality, that reality must be per- 
anent and unchangeable in its fundamental essence; “ Nothing 
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comes into being or passes away.** But he did not deny the fact ‘ 
of change: tlicrc is relative change; things do come into exist* 
cncc and pass away, in the sense, namely, of mixture and sepa* * 
ration of elements. The elements, however, must be more than ; 
four; a world so rich and full of qualities as ours cannot be I 
explained by so few. Besides, earth, air, fire, and water arc 
not elements at all; they arc mixtures of other substances. 
Anaxagoras, therefore, assumed, as his utimates, an infinite num- 
ber of substances of specific quality, “ having all sorts of forms 
and colors and tastes,*’ particles of flesh, hair, blood, bone, silver, 
gold, and so on. Such infinitely small, but not indivisible, cor- 
puscles are uncaused and changeless, for “ how could flesh come 
from that which is not flesh t ” Their quantity as well as their 
quality is constant, nothing can be added or taken away. He 
was led to this view by reflections of this sort; The body is 
made up of skin, bones, blood, flesh, etc., differing in lightness 
and darlmcss, in heat and cold, softness and hardness, and so 
on. The body is nourished by food, hence food must contain 
portions of such substances as build up the body. But since 
food draws its ingredients from earth, water, air, and the sun, 
the latter must furnish the substances composing food. Hence, 
the so-called simple elements of Empedocles are in reality the 
most complex things of all; they are veritable reservoirs of in- 
finitely small particles of matter of all kinds: they must contain 
all the substances to be found in the organic body, othermse 
how could we account for the presence of skin, bone, and blood 
in the body! 

Originally, before the formation of worlds, infinitely small 
particles of matter, which our philosopher called germs or seeds 
(spermata) and Aristotle Jiomogeneous parts or honioiomere 
(and which we might call molecules), were all mingled together 
in a confused mass, filling the entire universe, and not separated 
from one anotier by empty spaces. The original mass is a mix- 
ture of an infinite number of infinitely small seeds. The world, 
aa it exists now, is the result of the mingling and separation 
of the particles composing this mass. But, we inquire, how were 
the seeds separated from the ehaos in which they lay scattered, 
and united into a cosmos orworld-ordert By mechanical means, 
or motion, by change of place. What, however, caused them 
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to move! They are not endowed -witU life, as the hylozoists hold, 
nor are they moved by Love and Hate. Anaxagoras finds the 
clue to his answer in the rotation of the heavenly bodies observed 
by ns. A rapid and forcible whirling motion was produced at 
a certain point in the mass, and separated the germs; this mo- 
tion extended farther and farther, bringing like particles to- 
gether, and will continue to extend until the original chaotic 
mixture is complctclj’ disentangled. The first rotation caused 
the separation of the dense from the rare, the warm from the 
cold, the bright from the dark, the dry from the moist. “ The 
dense, the moist, the cold, the dark, collected where the earth 
now is; the rare, the warm, the dry, the bright, departed toward 
the farther part of the ether.” The process of separation con- 
tinued and led to the formation of the heavenly bodies, which 
are solid masses hurled from the earth by the force of the rota- 
tion, and to the formation of different bodies on the earth. The 
heat of the sun gradually dried up the moist earth; and from 
the seeds filling the air, and deposited in the carth-slime by the 
falling rain, organic bodies arose, which Anaxogora.s endowed 
with souls in order to explain their movements. 

We see, the entire complex world-process, as it now appears, 
is the result of a long scries of movements, which followed nec- 
essarily from the original rotation. Ami what caused that? To 
account for the initial motion, Anaxagoras has recourse to an 
intelligent principle, a mind or nous {rovi), a world-ordering 
spirit, which he concciv'cs as on absolutely simple and homo- 
geneous substance, — ^not mixed with other elements or seeds, but 
absolutely separate and distinct from them, — that has power over 
matter. It is a spontaneous active being, the free source of all 
movement and life in the world: it know's all things, past, pres- 
ent, and future, it arranges all things and is the caiisc of all 
things; it rules over all that has life, both greater and less. 

There is disagreement among interpreters as to whether 
Anaxagoras meant by his mind pure spirit or an exceedingly 
fine matter, or something not entirely material and not entirely 
immaterial. Although he sometimes expresses himself awkwardly 
on this point, calling mind the most rarefied of all things, it is 
to all intents and purposes a distinct principle, distinct in the 
sense that it never mingles with anything else. We may de- 
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scribe bis standpoint as a -vague dualism, as a dnalism not yet 
sbarplj defined. Jlind initialed tlic -svcrld-proccss, but it also 
seems to be present in the world, in organic forms, even in min- 
erals, wlierever it is needed to account for movements not other- 
wise explainable. It is in the surrounding mass, in the things 
that were separated, and in things that are being separated. 
That is, to use modem terms, it is both transcendent and imma- 
nent; theism and pantheism are not sharply separated in the 
\ system. Aristotle is right in his criticism: “ Anaxagoras uses 
I mind as a device by which to constnict the universe, and when 
I he is at a loss for the cause why anything necessarily is, then 
1 he drags it in, but in other cases he assigns any other cause 
'rather tlian mind for what comes into being."* The fact is, 
the philosopher endeavored to explain everything by mechanical 
principles, and had recourse to mind as the intelligent cause of 
motion, only as a last resort, 

Empedocles and Anaxagoras paved the way for the natnral- 
scientific view of the universe wliich, under the name of the 
Atomists atomic theory, has remained the most influential 
theory iu science to this day. Their teachings, 
however, needed revision in several important respects, and this 
they received at the hands of the Atomists. The Atomists agr«€ 
with their predecessors in the acceptance of original and change- 
less particles of reality, but they deny to them the qualities 
ascribed to them either by Empedocles or Anaxagoras, and reject 
the view that they are moved from without by gods or a mind. 
Earth, air, fire, and water are not the " roots of all tilings," nor 
are there numberless "seeds" of different qualities. Such 
things are not real elements, but are themselves composed of 
simpler units, invisible, impenetrable, indivisible spatial entities 
(atoms), differing only in form, weight, and size; and these 
units or atoms have an inherent motion of their own. 

^ The founders of the School of Atomists are Leucippus and Democ- 
ritus. Of Leucippus we know almost nothing; bis verj’ existence has 
been doubted by some, while others, witb Aristotle, regard him as the 
real ongmator of the atomic syslenuf The latter view is, most likely, the 
correct one. He \s said to have come from Miletus, to have studied 
•TtanaUlions by Fairbanks. 

\ Cf. Burnet, Early Creek PftUosopky. 
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Out of these atoms, as building stones of reality, and empty 
spaces, the different objects are formed, as comedies and trage- 
dies are composed of the same letters of the alphabet. All bodies 
are combinations of atoms and spaces; origin means union; 
destruction, separation. Bodies differ becaxisc the atoms con- 
stituting them differ in the ways already mentioned. They act 
on one another by direct contact only, through pressure and 
impact, or by means of emanations moving from one body and 
striking the other, action in the distance being impossible. Wbat 
causes atoms to unite and separate is the motion inherent in 
them. “ Nothing happens without a ground, but everything 
for a reason and necessarily.” The motion is uncaused, like the 
atoms themselves; tliey have never been at rest, but have been 
in motion from the very beginning. Owing to the many different 
shapes. of atoms, some having hooks, others eyes, or grooves, or 
humps, or depressions, they interlace and hook together. 

The evolution of worlds is explained as follows. Atoms are 
heavy and fall downward, but the larger ones fall faster, thus 
forcing the lighter upward. This action causes a whirling mo- 
tion, which extends farther and farther, in consequence of which 
atoms of the same size and weight collect, the heavier ones at 
the center, forming air, then water, then solid earth ; the lighter 
ones at the periphery, forming the heavenly fires and the ether. 
Multitudes of worlds arc produced in this way, each system 
having a center and forming a sphere; some having neither sun 
nor moon, some with larger planets or a greater number of them. 

The earth is one of the bodies thus created. From tljc moist 
earth, or slime, life arose. Fiery atoms are distributed over the 
entire organism, which accounts for the heat of these bodies. 
They are especially abundant in the human soul. The soul is 
composed of the finest, roundest, most nimble, and fiery atoms, 
which are scattered, over entire, body, — thore being alw'ays 
one soul atom between two other atoms,— and which produce the 
movements of the body. Certain organs of the body are the 
seat of particular mental functions; the brain, of thought; the 
heart, of anger; the liver, of desire. The resistance of eveiy 
object, whether alive or not, to the pressure of surrounding forces 
is explained by the presence in it of such a soul. inliale 
and exhale soul-atoms , and life exists so long as this process 
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continues. At death, the soul-atoms are scattered; Tvhen the 
vessel of the soul is shattered, the soul spills out. We have here 
the crude beginnings of a physiological psychology on a mate- 
rialistic basis. 

Sense-perception is explained as a change produced in the 
soul by the action of emanations, or images, or idols 
resembling the perceived body. These images fly off from the 
body and give their shape to the intervening air; that is, they 
modify the arrangement of the particles next to the object, ■which 
gives rise to a modification in those immediately adjoining it, 
and so on, nntil emanations coming from the sense-organs are 
reached. The like perceives the like, that is, perception is pos- 
sible only when the images passing from a body are like those 
emanating from the sense-organ. This theory of perception 
resembles, in principle, the undnlatory and ether theories of 
modem science. • 

By means of such images, ■which pass from objects everj’wljere, 
Democritus explains dreams, prophetic visions, and the belief 
in gods. Gods exist, but they arc mortal like men, Uiough longer- 
lived. There is a world-soul, which is composed of finer atozzis 
than the souls of men. 

The sensible qualities (color, sound, taste, smell, etc.) which 
we attribute to the different bodies arc not in the things them- 
selves, hut merely effects of combinations of atoms on our sense- 
organs. Atoms, as such, have no qualities other than those we 
have already mentioned, impenetrability, shape, and size. Hence, 
sense-perception does not yield us a tme knowledge of things; 
it tells us merely how these affect vs. (We have here the dis- 
tinction between primary and secondary qualities, which is made 
in modem philosophy.) We cannot see atoms as they are; we 
can, however, think them. Sense-perception is obscure knowl- 
edge; thought, which transcends our sense-perceptions and ap- 
pearances, and reaches the atom, is the only genuine knowledge. 
Democritus is a rationalist, as, indeed, all the early Greek phi- 
losophers are. But thought is not, therefore, independent of 
sense-perception; indeed, “ the genuine way of knowing, which 
has a finer organ of thought,” begins when sense-experience can 
carry us no farther, “ when the investigation most be carried 
farther into that which is still finer ** than the limits placed 
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against our sense-knowledge. Brides, it must be remembered 
that soul and reason {vov?) are the same thing for 

Democritus. 

In the ethical fragments ascribed to Democritus, we can trace 
the outlines of a refined hedonistic ethics. The true end of life 
is happiness, which he describe as an inner state of satisfac- 
tion or pleasure, depending on the tranquillity, harmony, and 
fearlessness of the soul. This does not depend on material goods, 
not on wealth or the pleasures of the body, — for these are short 
and productive of pains, and require repetition; — but on mod- 
eration in pleasure and symmetry of life. The less we desire, 
the less apt we are to be disappointed. The best way to seek 
the goal is to exercise the mental powers, — ^by reflection and the 
contemplation of beautiful acts. 

All virtues are valuable in so far as they realize the highest 
good, happiness j chief among them are justice and benevolence. 
Envy, jealousy, and bitterness of mind create discord and harm 
everybody. "We should, however, do right, not from fear of 
punishment, but from a sense of duty. To be good, one mnst 
not merely refrain from doing wrong, but not even desire it. 
*' You can tell the man who rings true from the man who rings 
false, not by his deeds alone, but also by his desires.” ” The 
right-minded man, ever inclined to righteous and lawful deeds, 
is joyous day and night, and strong, and free from care.” "Wc 
ought to serve the State because ” a well-administered State is 
our greatest safeguard.” ” "When the State is in a healthy con- 
dition, all things prosper; when it is corrupt, all things go to 
min.” • 

PROBLEMS OP KNOWLEDGE AND CONDUCT 
7. Age op tiie Sophists 

Philosophy had made great progress since the days of the 
theogonies and cosmogonies. The old conceptions of the world 
and of life had been profoundly transformed under the influ- 
ence of pliilosophy; to what extent, the contrast between the 
naive theoiy of a universe full of gods and occult mytliical 
* Tranalations taken from Bakcn-ell, Source-Booh. 
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forms and the machine-theory of the Atomists plainly shows. 
The spirit of free inquiry, however, was not confined to the phi- 
losophers* schools, but, as was inevitable, perme- 
ated other fields of thought ; there, too, new concep- 
tions were gradually displacing the old. We may 
note the change in the dramatic poetry of the Greeks : in .^schylus 
(525-456 B.C.), Sophocles (496-405), and Euripides (480-406) ; 
their views of life and religion are deepened and broadened by 
criticism and reflection. We see it in the writings of the historians 
and the geographers; the old legendary tales and superstitions, 
which had formerly found such ready acceptance, are discred- 
ited, and Herodotus (bom 480) pav(^ the way for a critical 
study of history, of which Thucydides (bom 471) is the finest 
classical representative. In medicine, the old fantastic ideas 
and practices are abandoned by the leaders of the craft j the need 
of a knowledge of nature and of man is felt, and the physical 
theories of the philosophers, many' of whom were themselves 
physicians, arc applied in the art of healing. The name of 
Hippocrates (bora 460) stands out as a landmark of the prog- 
ress made by Greece in the direction of a scientific study of 
medicine. The investigations of the physicians came to he of 
great value to students of philosophy, in showing the importance 
of observation and experience.* 

We now reach a period in the history of Greek philosophy 
in which the' construction of great ^sterns of thought comes 
to a temporary stop. Some thinkers simply continue and de- 
velop the teachings of the existing schools, others seek to com- 
bine the doctrines of the earlier philosophers with those .of later 
masters in eclectic fashion; some turn their attention to the 
natuful-scientifie inrest/gatfons which were being pursued by 
the schools of medicine, others are interested in the study of 
the mental disciplines forming the basis of morals, law, and 
politics. As Gomperz points out, the zeal for investigation was 
intense and extended to all sorts of problems, including ques- 
tions concerning the origin and purpose of the State, the prin- 
ciples of conduct, religion, art, and education. Specialistic 
manuals were being produced in abundance. Everj' form of 
human activity, from the cooking of food to the creation of 
* Cf. Gomperr, The Greek Thinkera, vol, I; Ifoon, Relation of Medicine 
to Philosophy. 
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works of art, from talcing a walk to carrying on war, was for- 
mulated into rules and, if possible, reduced to principles. Phi- 
losophy was leavening the lump. The spirit of independent 
reflection and criticism, so characteristic of the beginnings of 
philosophy in Greece, had invaded every field of study, and 
was preparing the way for another and greater era of specu- 
lative thought. But the human mind had to follow many false 
paths and lose itself in many blind alleys before the culmination 
was reached. We shall attempt to describe the fortunes of 
philosophy during the second half of the fifth century b.c., a 
century of great significance for the history of Greece and civili- 
zation in general. 

We have observed in the political, moral, religious, and philo- 
sophical development of the Hellenic people a growing tendency 
toward freedom and individualism. The critical 
E^ichtenme f attitude toward life and human institutions had 
° ° already made itself felt in their early poetry, faintly 

in Homer, with increasing force in Hesiod and the poets of the 
seventh and sixth ‘centuries b.c. These men meditated upon 
the manners and customs of their times, upon the social and 
political institutions, upon the religious ideas and practices, 
upon the origin, nature, and behavior of the gods. They de- 
veloped a purer conception of deity, and, in their theogonies 
and cosmogonies, prepared the way for the coming of philosophy. 
In the philosophies of the sixth century, the tendency to inde- 
pendent thinking appears almost full-fledged. During this 
centu^ and the first half of the fifth, natural science and nature- 
philosophy are the order of the day; the inquiring mind turns 
outward to the world of physical things. The effort is made 
to \inderstand the meaning of the cosmos; system after system 
is offered to solve the riddle of the universe ; the object of chief 
interest is the world and Us ways, man’s in nature \y&ing 
determined by the conclusions reached in metaphysics. 

The political, economic, and intellectual experiences of the 
Greek people during the fifth century were highly favorable 
to the development of the spirit of enlightenment which char- 
acterized their philosophers. The Persian wars (500-449 ac.) 
had left Athens the mistress of the sea and a world-power, as 
well as the commercial, intellectual, and artistic center of Greece. 
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Poets, artists, teachers, and philosophers now entered her gates 
and helped to entertain and instruct her wealthy citizens; mag- 
nificent buildings and statues adorned the city, and the theaters 
rang with the plaudits of a self-satisfied people. "When we call 
to mind the illustrious men who dwelt within the cit>’-walls, dur- 
ing tlic second half of the fifth century, — Pericles, Anaxagoras, 
Thucydides, Phidias, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, Hip- 
pocrates, Socrates, — we can well understand the proud words 
in the great funeral oration delivered by Pericles that Athens 
was the school for Greece. 

The great economic changes and the establishment of demo- 
eratic institutions, resulting from the new order of things, gave 
a further impetus to independent thought and action, and with 
tlicsc there came the desire for power and the things that bring 
power; wealth, fame, culture, efficiency, and success. The tradi- 
tional views of religion, morality, politics, philosophy, science, 
and art were subjected to criticism; the old foundations w'cre 
examined and in many cases tom up; the spirit that denies was 
abroad in the land. The demand for instruction in the new 
subjects of study grew strong; public life offered a splendid field 
for men shilled in persuading and convincing the people, and 
preparation in the arts of rhetoric, oratory, and dialectics became 
a practical necessity. 

The age we have been describing was an age of enlightenment 
(Aufklaning). The attitude of mind engendered could not fail 
to encourage the growth of individualism. The individual / 
began to cut loose from the authority of the group, to strike out 
for himself, to think his own thoughts and to work out his oum 
salvation, independently of the old traditions. This critical 
habit of thought, which was good enough in its way, assumed an 
exaggerated form in some quarters and culminated in mere quib- 
bling and hair-splitting; in others, it tended to degenerate into 
intellectual and practical subjectivism: what I happen to think 
is true, is true ; what I happen to believe is right, is right. One 
man’s opinion is as good as another’s; one man’s way of acting 
is as good os another’s. It is not surprising, under the circum- 
stances, that no man’s opinion should have been esteemed very i 
highly, that skepticism should have flourished in the theoretical 
sphere, and that the gospel of self-interest should have been 
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preached in tlie field of practice. An often quoted passage from 
Thucydides, though perhaps an exaggeration, throws some light 
upon a degenerate phase of the new movement: “ The common 
meaning of words was turned about at men’s pleasurej the most 
reckless bravo was deemed the most desirable friend ; a man oi 
prudence and moderation teas styled a coward; a man who lis- 
tened to reason was a good-for-nothing simpleton. People were 
trusted exactly in proportion to their violence and unscrupulous- 
ness, and no one was so popular as the successful conspirator, 
except perhaps one who had been clever enough to outwit him 
at his own trade, but any one who honestly attempted to remove 
the causes of such treacheries was considered a traitor to his 
party. As for oaths, no one imagined they were to be kept 
a moment longer than occasion required; it was in fact an 
added pleasure to destroy your enemy if you had managed to 
catch him through his trusting to your word.” • Aristophanes, 
in his comedies, also shows us the seamy side of the new civili- 
zation. According to him, says Benn, “ the ancient discipline 
had in time become very much relaxed. The rich were idle and 
extravagant; the poor mutinous; young men were growing more 
and more insolent to their ciders; religion was derided; all 
classes were animated by a common desire to make money and 
to spend it on sensual enjoyment.”t 

This was one side of the picture, the picture of the free- 
thinking, individualistic, culture and wealth seeking child 
of the age. On the other side we see the conservative, the 
representative of the good old times, who opposes the new 
thought, the new education, the new virtues, or rather the new 
vices, because intellectual pursuits seemed to him to lead “ to 
irreligion and immorality, to make young people quite unlike 
their grandfathers, and were somehow connected with loose com- 
pany and a fast life.” X 

The new movement was represented by the Sophists. The 
term Sophist originally meant a wise and skilful man, but in 
Sophists describing it came to be applied 

to the professional teachers who traveled about, 
giving instruction for pay in the art of thinking and speaking. 


• ffistory of the Peloponnesian War Bk III 82 

tTJe 0ml Ph,hsophr,, Vol, I, p. 74.' ’ p. 93 , 
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and preparing young men for political life.* To this task they 
devoted themselves with feverish zeal. “ If you associate with 
me,” Protagoras is reported to have said to a young man, ” on ^ 
the very day you will return a better man than you came.” And ' 
when Socrates asks how he is going to bring this about, he 
answers: ” If he cornea to me, he will learn that which he comes 
to learn. And this is prudence in affairs, private as well as 
public ; he will learn to order his house in the best manner, and 
he will be able to speak and act for the best in the affairs of 
the State.” f In order to 6t himself for a career, it was neces- 
sary for the young man to perfect himself in dialectics, gram- 
mar, rhetoric, and oratorj’. Such subjects the Sophists began 
to study with a practical end in view, and thus broke .the soil 
for new fields of investigation. They also turned their attention 
to moral and political questions, and so gave the impetus to a 
more systematic and thorough treatment of ethics and the theory 
of the State. As the moral earnestness of the times declined, 
and the desire to succeed at all hazards intensified, some of the 
later Sophists, in their anxiety to make their pupils ^efficient, 
often went to extremes; it became the object of instruction to 
teacli them how to overcome an opponent in debate by fair means 
or foul, to make the worse appear the better cause, to confuse 
him with all sorts of logical fallacies, and to render him ridicu- 
lous in the eyes of the chuckling public. 

The critical spirit of the age, which had, in a large measure, 
been fostered by philosophy, began to react upon philosophy 
itself and led to a temporary depreciation of metaphysical specu- ^ 
lation. Thought weighs itself in the balance and finds itself / 
wanting; philosophy digs its own grave. No two philosophers, i 
so it is argued, seem to agree in their answers to the question 
of the essence- of reality. One makes it water, another air, an- 
other fire, another earth, and yet another all of them together; 
one declares change to be impossible, another says there is noth- 
ing but change. Now, if there is no eliange, there can be no 
knowledge; we cannot predicate anything of anything, for how 

•The name gradually became a term of reproach, partly because the 
Sophists took pay, partly owing to the radicalism of some of the later 
Sophists, which scandalized the consetrative element. 

t Plato’s Protagoras. 
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can the one be the many? If everything changes, there can be 
no knowledge either; for where nothing persists, how can we 
predicate anything of anything? And if we can know things, 
only so far as tliey affect our senses, as some hold, again we 
cannot know, for then the nature of things eludes our grasp. 
The upshot of it all is, we cannot solve the riddle of the universe. 
The truth begins to dawn on the Sophist that the mind of man 
is an important factor in the process of knowing. Thinkers 
before him had assumed the competence of human reason to 
attain truth ; with all their critical acumen they had forgotten 
to criticise the intellect itself. The Sophist now turns the light 
on the Icnowing subject and concludes that Icnowledge depends 
upon the particular knower, that what seems true to him is true 
for him, that there is no objective truth, but only subjective 
opinion. “Man is the measure of all things,” so Protagoras 
taught. That is, the individual is a law unto himself in matters 
of knowledge. And from this theoretical skepticism, the step 
is not far to ethical skepticism, to the view thot man is a law 
unto himself in matters of conduct. If knowledge is impossible, 
then knowledge of right and wrong is impossible, there is no 
.universal right and wrong: conscience is a mere subjective affair,' 
These consequences were not drawn by the older Sophists, by 
.men like Protagoras (bom about 490 b.c.) and Gorgias, but. 
they were' drawn by some of the younger radical set, by Polus, 
Thrasymachus, Callicles, and Euttiydemus, who are spokesmen 
.in Plato’s Dialogues. Morality to them is a mere convention; 
it represents the will of those who have the power to enforce 
their demands on their fellows. The rules of morals are con- 
trarj’ to “ nature.” According to some, laws were made by the 
weak, the majority, in order to restrain the strong, the “ best,” 
to hinder the fittest from getting their due: the laws, therefore, 
violate the principle of natural justice. Natural right is the 
right of the stronger. According to others, the laws are a 
species of class legislation; they are made by the few, the strong, 
the privileged, in order to protect their o^vn interests. That 
is, it is to the advantage of the overman that others obey the 
laws so that he can the more profitably break them. 


“The makers of the laws," says CalHcJes in the Platonic dialogue 
Gorgtas, “are the majority who are weak; and they make laws and 
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distribute praises and censures witli a rievr to themselves and their 
o\ni interests; and they terrify the stronger sort of men, and those 
who are able to get the better of them, io order that they may not get 
the better of them; and they say that dishonesty is shameful and unjust; 
meaning by the word injustice the desire of a man to have more than 
his neighbors; for knowing their own inferiority, I suspect that they are 
too glad of equality. And therefore the endeavor to have more than 
the many, is conventionally said io he shameful and unjnst, and is 
called injustice, whereas nature herself intimates that it is just for 
the better to have more than the noise, the more powerful than the 
weaker; and in many ways she shows, among men as well as among 
animals, and indeed among whole cities and races, that justice consists 
in the superior ruling over and haring more than the inferior. For 
on what principle of justice did Xerxes iuvade Hellas, or his father 
the Seythianst (not to speak of numberless other examples). Kaj*, but 
these are (he men who act according fo nature; 3'cs, by hearen, and 
nccortUng to the law of nature: not, perhaps, aeeording to that artificial 
law, which v.e invent and impose upon our fellows, of whom we take 
the best and the strongest from their youth up%vards, and lame them like 
j’oung lions, — charming them with the sound of the voice, and saying 
to them, that with equality they must be content, and that the equal 
is the honorable and the just. But if there were a roan who had 
suHlcieut force, be would shake off and break throngh, and escape from 
all this; he would trample underfoot all our formubs and spells and 
charms and all our laws which arc against nature: the slave would 
rise in rebellion and be lord over us, and the light of natural justice 
would shine forth.*’ 

TUrasymaclius talks in the same strain in the J?cp»bh*c: 

“The just is always a loser in comparison with the unjust. First of 
all, in private contracts: wherever the unjust is the partner of the 
just you will find that ivhen the partnership is dissohed. the unjust 
man has alwaj’s more and the just Ic^s. Sccondlj’, in their dealings 
with the State: when there is an income-tax, the just man will pay 
more and the unjust loss on the ."ame amount of income; and when 
there is anjihing to bo received the one gains nothing and the other 
much. Observe also what kappens when they take an office; there 
is the just man neglecting bis affairs and perhaps suffering other 
losses, and getlijig nothing out of the public, because he is just; more- 
over he is hated by his friends and acquaintances for rcfu«ing to 
serve them in unlawful ways. But alt this is reversed in the ca'^c 
of the unjust man. I am speaking as before of iiija-'tice on the laigc 
scale in which the advantage of (he unjust i-« ino^t aiqiarcnt; and my 
meaning will be most clearly seen if we turn to tlmt highest form 
'of injustice in which the criminal is the happiest of men, and the 
sufferers or tho«e who refuse to do injustice nre llic movt mUcrahlc, — 
that is to saj* tyrannj’, which by fraud und force takes awnj* the 
property of others, not little by little but wholesale; romprehendi/jg in 
one, things sacred as well as profane, private and public; for which 
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acts of vfroog, if lie vrere detected perpetrating any of them singly, 
he would be punished and incur great disgrace, — they who do such 
wrong in particular cases axe called robbers of temples, and man- 
stealers and burglars and swindlers and thieves. But when a man 
besides taking away tbe money of tbe citizens has made slaves of them, 
then, instead of these names of reproach, he is termed happy 'and 
blessed, not only by the mtizens, but by all who have heard of the 
consummation of injustice. For mankind censure injustice, fearing 
that they may be tbe victims of it, and not because they shrink from 
committing it. And thus, as I have shown, Socrates, injustice, when 
on a sufficient scale, has more strength aud freedom and mastery than 
justice; and, as I said at first, justice is the interest of the stronger, 
whereas injustice is a man's own profit and interest." • 

Owing to the hostile criticisms of Plato and Aristotle, as 
well as to the nihilistic teachings of some of the younger 

Sophists, the importance of the Sophistic move- 
of^oph^tw history of thought was long misjudged. 

It is only since Hegel and Grote attempted to give 
a fairer estimate of these thinkers that justice has been done 
them. There was good and there was evil in their teachings. 
I'Redection and criticism are indispensable to sounder coucep* 
tioDS in philosophy, religion, morals, politics, and in all fields 
of human endeavor. The appeal to reason was commendable in 
itself, but the fault lay in the inability of Soplustry to use the 
instrument of reason in anything like a constructive way. The 
, Sophists brought philosophy down from heaven to the dwellings 
of men, as Cicero said, and turned the attention from external 
nature to man himself ; with them the proper study of mankind 
was man. But they failed to recognize the imiversal element 
in man; they did not see the forest for the trees, they did not 
see man for men. They exaggerated the differences in human 
judgments and ignored the agreements. They laid too much 
stress on the illusion of the senses. They emphasized the acci- 
dental, subjective, and purely personal elements in human knowl- 
edge and conduct, and failed to do justice to the objective 
element, the principles which are accepted by all. 

Nevertheless, their criticisms of knowledge made necessary a 
} profounder study of the problem of knowledge. The older 
speculators had naively and dogmatically assumed the eompe- 
fence of the mind to reach truth; in denying the possibility of 
• Jowctt’8 tmaslation of Plato’s Dialogues. 
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sure and universal knowledge, the Sophists forced philosophy 
to examine the thinking process itself and opened the way for 
a theoiy of knowledge. In employing all sorts of logical fal- 
lacies and sophisms, they made necessary a study of the correct / 
laws of thought and hastened the birth of logic. ' 

The same thing may be said of moral knowledge and prac- 
tice. The appeal to the individual conscience was sound: from 
mere blind, unintelligent following of custom, morality was 
r raised to the stage of reflective personal choice. "When, how- 
ever, the appeal became an appeal to mere subjective opinion 
and self-interest, it struck a false note. Independence of thought 
easily degenerates into intellectual and moral anarchy; indi- 
vidualism, into pure selfishness. Yet in this field, again, 

I Sophistry rendered a service: radical criticism of the common 
notions of right and wrong and public and private justice, made 
necessary a profounder study of ethics and politics,— a study 
that was soon, to bear wonderful fruit. 

The great value of the entire Sophistic movement consisted 
in this: it awakened thought and challenged philosophy, reli- 
gion, custom, morals, and the institutions based on them, to 
justify themselves to reason. In denying the possibility of knowl- . 
e'dge, the Sophists made it necessary for knowledge to justify '1 
itself: they compelled philosophy to seek’ a criterion of knowl- 
edge. In attacking the traditional morality, they compelled 
morality to defend itself against skepticism and nilulism, and 
to And a rational principle of right and wrong. In attacking 
the traditional religious beliefs, they pressed upon thinkers the 
need of developing more consistent and purer conceptions of 
• God. And in criticising the State and its laws, they made in- 
evitable the development of a philosophic theory of the State. 

' It became necessary to build upon more solid foundations, to 
' go back to first principles. "Wliat is knowledge, what is truth? 
What is right, what is the good? What is the true conception 
of God? What is the meaning and purpose of the State and 
human institutions? And these problems, finally, forced the 
thinkers of Greece to reconsider, from new angles, the old ques- 
tion, which had been temporarily obscured, but which no 
people can long ignore: What is the world and man’s place in 
nature ? 
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vol. li; Zeller, Philosophy of the Greeks, vol. II; Sidgwicb, The 
Sophists, in Journal of Philology, yo\s. IV and V, 1872, 1873; Gompeiz, 
op. cit., vol. I; Benn, op. cit,, vol. Ij articles on “ Sophists,” “ Socrates,” 
and “Plato” in Britannica; Schanz, Die Sophiglen. 


8. Socrates 


We have described the situation, as it began to shape itself toward 
the end of the fifth century b,c. A man was needed to bring order 
into the intellectual and moral chaos of the age, to 
Life of sjft the true from Hie falSc, the essential from the 

Socrates accidental, to set men right and to help them to see 

things in their right relations, — a peacemaker who might 
hold the balance even between the ultra-conservatives and the ultra- 
liberals. The man appeared in Socrates, one of the greatest figures 
in the history oi thought, the intcUectwai father of ^ Uoe of philosophers 
whose ideas and ideals dominated Western civilization for two thousand 
years, and continue to influence speculation to this day. 

/ Socrates was born in Athens, 469 B.C., the son of poor parents, bis 
father being a sculptor, his mother a midwife. How be acquired an 
education, we do not know, but bis love of knowledge evidently created 
opportunities in the cultured city for intellectual growth. He took 
up the occupation of liis father, but soon felt “ a divine vocation to 
examine himself by questioning other men.” It was his custom to 
engage in converse with all sorts and conditions of men and women, 
on the streets, in the market-place, in the gymnasia,^ discussing the 
most diverse topics: war, politics, marriage, friendship, love, house- 
keeping, the arts and trader poetry, religion, science, and, particularly, 
moral matters. Nothing human was foreign to him. Life with all 
its interests become the subject of his inquiries, and only the physical 
side of the world left him cold; lie declared that he could learn 
nothing from trees and stones. He was subtle and keen, quick to 
discover the fallacies in an argument and skilful in steering the con- 
versation to the very heart of the matter. Though kindly and gentle 
in disposition, and brimming over with good humor, he delighted in'* 
exposing the quacks and humbugs of his time and pricking their empty 
bubbles with his wit. 


Socrates exemplified^ in Iris conduct the virfues. which he taught: he 
was a man of remarkable self-control, anj 

capable of great endurance; and his wants were few. He gave ample 
proof, during his life of seventy years, of physical and moral courage, 
in war and m the pcrfomance of his political duties. His bearing at 
^hia tnal furnishes aii impressive picture of moral dignity, firmness, 
and consistency; he did what be thought was right, without fear or 
favor, and died as beautifully as he had lived, with charity for all 
and malice toward none; condemned by his own people, on a false 
corruplingHhe youth, to drink the poison 
hemlock (399 n.c.). IIis respect for authority and his loyalty to 



SOCRATES 


the State he proved by obeying the laxre himself and insisting that 
others obey them. "When, after his condemnation, friends arranged 
a plan of escape, he refused to pro&t by it, on the ground that he 
had enjoyed the benefits of the laws during his whole life and could 
not, in his old age, prove disloyal to his benefactors. 

/In personal appearance Socrates was not prepossessing. He was 
short, stocky, and stout, blear-eyed and snub-nosed; he had a large 
mouth and thick lips, and was caieless in his dress, clumsy and uncouth, 
resembling in his physical make-up a Satyr, for whieli reason Alcibiades, 
in Plato’s Symposium, likened him to the busts of Sileiius. But all 
these peculiarities were forgotten when he began to speak, so great 
were his personal charm and the effect of his brilliant conversation. / 

Xenophon, JilemorabiUa, transl. by Dakyns; Plato’s Dialogues, espe- 
cially Protagoras, Apology^ Crito, Phado, Symposium, Theatetus, 
transl. by Jowett; Aristotle, iletaphysics (I, G; XIII, 4), transl. in Bohn 
Library, also by W. S. Ross; Aristotle, Ethics, transl. by "Welldon. A. 
E. Taylor, Varia Soeratica, criticises the traditional interpretations of 
Socrates. See also Joel, Der echte und der xenophontische Socrates. 

"Works mentioned under Sophists, p. 50; Chaignet,'Xa rie dc Socrate; 
Labriola, La dotlrina di Socrate; Fouill^e, La philosophie de Socrate, 
2 vols,; Zuceante, Socrate; E. Pfleiderer, Sohrales, Plato und Hire 
Schiiler/ Polilmann, Sokrates vnd sein Volk; Boring, Die Lehre des 
Sokratea ala sozialea Peformaystem; WUdauer, Sokrates’ Lehre rom 
’Wiilen. See the extensive bibliography in Uebmveg-Heinxe, §33. 


The chief concern of Socrates was to meet the challenge of 
Sophistry, which, in undermining knowledge, threatened the 
foundations of morality and the State. He looked 
upon philosophical reflection as the most timely 
and practical of tasks, for if skepticism was to be 
the last word of the age, there would be little hope of escaping 
the nihilistic conclusions of the fashionable views of life. He 
-*saw clearly that the prevailing ethical and political fallacies 
sprang from a total misconception of the meaning of truth, and 
that the problem of knowledge was the key to the entire situa- } 
tion. It was in this conviction, and with an optimistic faith in 
the power of Imman reason to meet the practical difliculties 
of his times, that he entered upon his mission. The aim which 
he set himself was not to construct a system of philosophy, but 
■ to arouse in men the love of truth and v*irtuc, to help them' 
to think right in order that they might live right. His purpose 
was practical rather than speculative; he was interested in the 
correct method of acquiring knowl^ge more than in a theory’ 
of such a method, or methodology, ill c did not offer a theory 
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at all, bnt practise d a method, lived it, and, by Ms example, 
tanght others Id folloj? ItTy “ 

In ord er-.to _reach the truth, so his thought ran, we must 
not trust every ^ha^^opimon that enters our heads. Confused, 
‘"vagueT nnd empty tlioughts fill our minds; we have a lot of 
undigested opinions which we Ivave never examined, a lot of 
prejudices which we have accepted on faith, and of which we 
do not understand the meaning; we make a lot of arbitrary 
assertions for which we have no warrant. In fact, we have 
no knowledge at all, no convictions ; we have built our intel- 
lectual house on sand; the whole edifice will tumble to pieces 
upon the slightest attack. It is our business to clear up our 
I ideas, to understand the real meaning of terms, to define cor- 
I'reetly the notions we employ, to know exactly what we are 
I talking about. Then, too, we should have reasons for our views ; 
prove our assertions, — think, not guess, — put our theories to the 
test, verify* them by the facts, and modify and correct them 
in accordance with the facts. 

I ^ The...Sop hi3ts saj^there_is no_truth, we„ cannot _ lcnow; _m(m 
^ differ, opinion is set against oplnion, and_one is_as good as 
another.^ This, says Socrates, Is a mistake. There is diversity 
of thought, true; but it is pur duty to discover whether, in the 
clash of opinions, there may not be agreement, some common 
ground-on which all can stand, some principle to which all 
can subscribe. To evolve such universal judgments was the 
purpose of the Socratte method , which our philosopher employed 
.. in his discussions, and which js an ingenious form. of cross- 
examination.^ He pretended not'to know any more about the’ 
subject under discussion than the other participants; indeed, 
he often acted as though he knew less (the Socratic irony). 
Y’et they soon felt thatiie was master of the situation, that 
he was making them contradict themselves, and all the while 
deftly guiding their thought into his own channels. “ You are 
accustomed to ask most of your questions when you know very' 
well how they stand,” so one of his listeners complained. Be- 
fore ^one s very eyes, the confused and erroneous notions of the 
; disputants shape themselves into form, growing clear and dis- 
tinct, and finally stand out like beautiful statues. Socrates had 
not learned Jim art of sculpture |for nothing. 
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In discussing a subject, Socrates generally sets out from . 
the popular and hastily formed opinions of his company. These 
he tests by means of illustrations taken from everj'-. 
day life, showing, wherever possible and necessary, ' 

that they are not well-founded, and that they are 
in need of modification and correction. He helps those taking' 
part in the dialogue to form the correct opinion, by suggesting 
instances of all kinds, and does not rest content until the truth 
has developed step by step. A well-known example will make 
this clear. By skilful questioning Socrates gets a young man 
named Euthydemus to confess his ambition to become a great 
politician and statesman. Socrates suggests to him that, in that 
case, he must, naturally, hope to be a just man himself. The 
young man thinks be is that already- We go on U’ith the story 
as it is told by Xenophon. 

* “But, says Socrates, there must be ceriam acts 'which are the 
proper products of jostice, as of other fnuctions or skills. No 
doubt. Tbea of course you can tell us rrbat those acts and products 
arel Of course I can, and the products of injustice os 'well. Very 
goodj then suppose we write down in two opposite columns what 
acts are products of justice and what of injustice. I agree, says 
Euthydemus. Well now, what of falsehood? In which cohimn shall 
we put it? Why, of course in the unjust column. And cheating? 
In the same column. And stealing? In' it too. And enslaving? Yes. 
Not one of these can go to the just column? Why, that would be an 
unheard-of thing. Well but, says Socrates, suppose a general has 
to deal with some enemy of bis country that has done it great wrong; 
if he conquer and enslave this enemy, is that wrong? Certainly not. 

If he carries off the enemy’s goods or cheats him in his strategy, what 
about these acts? Oh, of course they are quite right. But I thought 
you were talking about deceiving or ill-treating friends. Then in 
some cases we shall have to put these very same acts in both columns? 

I suppose so. 

Well, now, suppose we confine ourselves to friends. Imagine a gen- 
eral ■with an army under him discouraged and disorganized. Suppose 
he tells them that reserves are coming up, and by cheating them into 
this belief, he saves them from tbeir discouragement, and enables them 
to win a victory. What about this cheating of one’s friends? Why, 

I suppose we shall have to put this too on the just side. Or suppose 
a lad needs medicine, but refuses to take it, and his father cheats him 
into the belief that it is something nice, and petting him to take 
saves his life; what about that cheat? That will have to go to the 
just side too. Or suppose you find a friend in desperate frenzy, and - 
steal his sword from him for fear he should kill hh^elf; what do you 
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say to that theft? That will have to go there too. But I thought 
you said there must be no cheating of friends? Well, I must take it 
all back, if you please. Very good. But now there is another point 
I should like to ask you. Whether do you think the man more unjust 
who is a voluntary violator of justice, or be who is an involuntary 
violator of it? Upon my word, Socrates, I no longer have any con- 
fidence in my nnsweia. For the whole thing has turned out to be 
exactly the contrary of what I previously imagined."* - 

la this way, by a process of induction, Socrates evolves defi- 
nitions.^ With tIiT'h'6lp‘'oT examples, a provisional definition is 
formed; this is tested by other examples, and broadened or. 
narrowed to meet the requirements until a satisfactory result ^ 
has been rtjached.; "What Bacon would call negative instances j 
play an important role in the process, that is, cases which con- 
tradict the provisional definition offered. The aim is always to 
discover the essential characteristics of the subject to be defined, 
to reach clear and distinct notions, or concepts. At other timw, 
Socrates tests the statements made, by going back at once to first 
principles, by criticising them in the light of correct definitions. 
Here the method is deductive. You say, for example, that this 
man is a better citizen than that one. Tour assertion, however, 
is a mere subjective opinion, having no value whatever unless 
you can give reasons for It. You should know what a good 
citizen is, yot^ .should. define' your terms.. 

“WlTencver any person contratUctod him on any point who had 
nothing definite to say, and who perhaps asserted, without proof, that 
some person whom he mentioned, was wiser or belter skilled in political 
affairs, or possessed of greater courage, or worthier in some such respect 
{than some other whom Socrates had mentioned), he would recall the 
whole argument, in some such way as the following, to tlie primary 
proposition ; Do you say that be whom you commend, is a better citisen 
than he whom I commend? I do say so. VTby should we not then 
consider, in the first place, what is the duty of a good cithenf Let us 
do so. Would not he then be snperior iu the management of the public 
money who*should make the State richer? Undoubtedly. And he in 
war who should make it victorious over its enemies? Assnredly. And 
in an embassy he wlio should make friends of foes? Doubtless. And 
he in addressing the people who should cheek dissension and inspire 
them with unanimity? I think so. VThen the discussion was thus 
brought back to fundamental principles, the truth was made evident 
to those who had opposed him.”’ 

'Xenophon, ifemorohilin, Book.IV, ch. 2 {tranal. by Marshall, Greek 
Philosophy), * ' 
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“WIiciJ lie liimself went throiiph any subject in argument, lie pro- 
ceeded upon propositions of nluch the truth was generally acknowl- 
edged, thinking that a sure foundation was thtw formed for his reason- 
ing. Accordingly, whenever he spoke, he, of all men that I have 
known, ino^t readily prcvailctl on his hearers to assent to his argument.s; 
and ho lused to say that Homer had ndributed to Ul3'sscs the character 
of a sure orator, ns being able to form his reasoning on points acknowl- 
edged b^’ all mankind.” • 

ICnowIedge, then, is possible, after all. TTe can attain truth 
if we pursue the proper method, if we define our terms cor- 
rectly, if we go back to first principles. Ijvnowletlgc is con- 
cerned wiUi the general and typical, not with the particular and 
accidental This the Sophists failed to understand, and Socrates 
sets them right. lie shared with them, however, the belief in 
the futility of phj'sical and metaphysical speculations. “ In- 
deed, in contrast to others, lie set lus face against nil discussions 
of such high matters as the nature of the universe; how the 
‘ cosmos,* as the savants phrase it, came into being; or by what 
forces the ccle.stjnl phenomena arise. To trouble one's brain 
about Rucl) matters was, he argued, to play the fool.” His inter- 
ests wore practical, and he did not sec what was to come of .such 
spcculnlions. ” The student of human learning,” he said, ** ex- 
pects to make something of his .studies for tlie benefit of himself 
or others, ns he likes. Do these explorers into the divine opera- 
tions hope that when they have discovered by what forces the 
various phenomena occur, they will create winds and waters at 
will and fruitful seasons! 'Will they manipulate these and the 
like to suit their needs! ” *‘ He himself never wearied of dis- 
cussing human topics. '\Yhat is piety f what is impiety! "What 
is the beautiful T what the ugly! ‘What the noble! what the 
base! What is mc.snt by jnst and unjust! IVhat by .sobriety 
and madness, what by courage nnd cowardice! ^Yhat is a 
State! “NYhat is a statesman! 'What is a ruler over men! 
What is a mliug ch.nmcterl and other like problems, the knowl- 
edge of which, as he put it, conferred a p.atcnt of nobility on 
the possessor, whereas those who lacked the kno\Ylcdge might 
d(“<er\’edl.v be stigniatircd ns slaves.** \ 

• Xenophon, op. ciV., IV, oh. C, 12, ff,; tran^J. tty J. S. \Vat«n, IVihn 
Lihrary. 

t X«-nonlion, op. rif., 1, c!i. 1, 11, ff. (tno^l. by Dilyn*}; •« 

IV, fh. 7. 
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Socrates’s faith in knowledge, in clear and reasoned think- 
ing, is strong, — so strong that he sees in it the cure of nil our 
. ills. He applies his method to all human proh- 

lems, particularly to the field of morality, and 
seeks to find a rational basis for conduct. The radical thinkers, 
as wc saw, looked upon the ethical ideas and practices of their 
times as mere conventions; after all, might makes right. The 
conservatives regarded them as self-evident : rules of conduct are 
not things about which one can reason ; tliey have to be obeyed. 
Socrates endeavors to understand the meaning of morality, to 
discover- a rational principle of right and wrong, a criterion 
by which to measure it. The question uppermost in his mind 
is: How shall I order my lifel ’What is the rational way of 
living? How ought a rca-soning being, a human being, to act? 
The Sophists cannot be right in saying that man is the meas- 
ure of all things in the .sense that whatever pleases me, tho par- 
iicnlar me, is right for mc; that there is no universal good. 
There must be more to the matter than that; there must bo 
some principle, or standard, or good, whicli all rational creatures 
recognize and accept when they come to think the problem out. 
"Wliat is the good, what is the good for the sake of wliich all 
else is good, tho highest good? 

Knowledg e is the lug hest good, so Socrates answers. Right 
tliinking* is es.scntial to right action.^ In order to steer a^hip 
or.’rule a State, a man must have knowledge of the construction 


and funetion^of tlic ship, or of the nature and purpose of the 
Statc.i^ Similarly, unless a mnu knows >Ylmt virtue is, unles.s he 
Injows the meaning of self-control and courage and justice and 
piety and their opposites, he cannot bo virtuous; but, knowing 
what virtue is, ho will be s*lrtuous. /’* No man is voluntarily 
bad or involuntarily good.” *' No man voluntarily pursues 
evil or that Yvhich he thinks to he evil. To pre fer ev il to good 
is not in liuinaii^aturc; and when a man is compelled to choose 
between two evUs, no one will choose the greater when he maj^^ 
Jiave the lo_s.s.” . The objection is raised that ” we sec the bet-”" 
ter and approve of it and pursue the evil.” Socrates would have 
^ denied that we can tndy know the good and not choose it. 'U'lth 


him knonlcd;m o^ight and wrwg was not a merc thoorctica! 

opi^^Jjut.a firm practical wnvidtlon"a matter not only 
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the intellect, _l)ut of the will. Besides, ^j rtue is to a 
“ Interest . The tendencj^^of all honorable and useful actions is 
to make^ life painless and pleasant, hence the honorable work 
is the useful and good. Virt\w and true happiness are identical; 
no one can be happ 3 ' who is not temperate and brave and wise 
and do nothing/^^ys Socrat^ i^he' Apology, “*but 

go" about' persuading you all, old and young alike, not to take 
thought for your persons or properties, but first and chiefly to 
care about the greatest improvement of the soul. I tell you that 
yirtue^ia ^t given b^money, th at fro m vir^ejco^s mon^ 
and every other good of man, public as well as pr^ate.*' And 
the last words which he speaks at Ins^trial are these Still I 
have a favor to ask of them [my eondemners and accusers]. 
"When my sons are grown up, I would ask you, oh my friends, 
to punish them; and I would have you trouble them as I have 
troubled you if they seem to care about riches or about 
anything, more than about virtue; or if the^ j>rctcnd^o^ 
be something jvh^ ^ley are_ realb^ n^hi^, — then reprove j 
them, as *I have reproved you, for not caring about that! 
for which they ought to care, and thinking that they are/ 
something when they are really nothing. • And if you do) 
this, both I and my sons vill have received justice at youn 
hands." 

Socrates, as we have already pointed out, did not construct 
a system of metaphysics nor did he offer a tlieory of knowledge 
or of conduct. It remained for his pupils to build 
upon the foundations laid by tbe master. Some 
made the logical problems suggested by his method 
the subject of their study, others turned their attention to 
ethical questions and attempted to work out theories of ethics. 
The Jfegarian school, founded by Euclides (450-374 n.c.), com- 
bined the Socratic teacliing that virtue is 'knowled ge with the 
Eleatic doctrine of the unity of being; t he notion of the good 
constitutes the eternal essence of things; n othing else, — neither 
matter, motion, nor the changing world of sense, — has real be- 
ing. Hence, there can be but one virtue, and hence, also, 
external goods can have no value. The successors of Euclides 
exaggerated the dialectical phase of his teaching, after the man- 
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ner of Zeno, the Eleatic, and the Sophists, and delighted in all 
kinds of subtleties and hair-splitting (eristic). 

Among the members of this school are Eubiilides, Alexinus, Diodorus, 
and Stilpo. Ph$do, of Eli^ establisbed the Elean (later Eretrian) 
school, which agreed with the Megarians. 

Two ethical schools arose, each basing itself on certain phases 
of Socrates’s teachings, the Cyrenaic, founded by Aristippus 
(bom about 435) at Gyrene, and the Cynic, established by An- 
tisthenes (-f-366) at the gymnasium of Cynosarges in Athens. 
The Cyrenaic doctrine, that pleasure is the highest good, was 
continued and completed by the Epicureans, while the Cynic 
teaching, which rejected the pleasure-theory and made virtue 
for virtue’s sake its motto, was developed by the Stoics. 


AGE OP RECONSTRUCTION 
9. Plato 

None of these schools, however, succeeded in constructing lom* 
prehensive and thoroughgoing systems of thought | and yet, 
such an undertaking seemed neccsj5nry to complete 
hb Problem begun by the great master. The problems 

suggested by him bod to be thought out to the end; 
they were intimately connected wHh one another and with the 
problem of the ultimate nature of being, and they could not 
receive an adequate answer unless studied in their interrelations 
and as parts of a larger question. The problem of the meaning 
« of Imman life, human knowledge, liiimnn conduct, and human 
\\ institutions depended, for its complete answer, on the. answer 
\ [to the -problem of the meaning of reality at large., It wa-s the 
\ greatest pupil of Socrates, Plato, who undertook the task at 
hand; he offered not only a theory of. knowledge, a theorj' of. 
conduct^and a theory of thc State, but crowned his work with 
a theory of the universe^ 

Plato was born ^27 n.c., the son of nnblc parents. According to 
report, he first studied music, poetry, painting, and philosophy with 
other masters and became a pnpil of Socrates in 407, remaining with 
bun ualU the latter^s death (399), wlieu Lc accompanied the sorrowing 
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jocratics to llegara. He is said to have traveled in Egypt and Asia 
Jinor, to have ^nsited Italy and the Pythagoreans' (3SS), and to have 
ived for a time at the court of Dionysius I, the tyrant of Syracuse, who 
lecame liis enemy and sold him into slavery as a prisoner of war; hut 

11 of these stories have been denied. He founded a school in the 
Toves of Academus, the Academy, where he taught mathematics and 
he different branches of philosophy, by means of connected lectures 
nd the dialogue, a method that has been compared to our modern 
eminara. The stoiy’ goes that he interrnplcd his work, on two occasions 
367 and 301), by further visits to Syracuse, presumablj' in the hope 
f assisting in the realization of his ideal State, and that he was 
lisappointed iiitlhis hope. His death occurred in 347 b.c. Plato was 
. poet and mystic, as well as a philosopher and dialectician; combining, 
n a rare degree, great powers of logical analysis and abstract thought 
rith wonderful poetic imagination and deep mystical feeling. His 
haracter was noble; he was an aristocrat by birlli and by temperament, 
n uncompromising idealist, hostile to everything base and vulgar. 

It seems that all the works of Plato have come down to us. Of the 
writings, however, transmitted under his name (35 Bialoguee, 13 Letters, 
md a collection of Definitions), the Letters (nearly all, at least) and 
"iefinitions are spurious. Of the dialogues, 28 arc considered authentic 
>y Hermann, 23 by Schleiermacbcr, 24 by Zeller and Heinze, and 

12 by Lutoslawski. The testimouy of Plato’s pnpll Aristotle as to 
be authenticity' of a Platonic dialogue is unquestioned here, but un- 
brtunately 'Aristotle does not mention all the works. 

Attempts have been made by many scholars to arrange the dialogues 
a chronological order,* but it is not yet possible to state with certainty 
be exact time and order of their composition. A complete history 
)f the development of Plato’s doctrine is, therefore, still out of the 
[uestion. We may, however, distingtush an earlier, Socratic, group, 
mhracing the ethical dialogues, in which Plato does not advance materi- 
illy beyond the standpoint of his teacher. To this belong: Apology,.^ 
l.ippias iffiHor, Charmides, Laches, Lysis, Euthyphro, Crito, and Pro- . 
agoras. In a second group of writings, which is not so easy to specify 
IS the first, he begins to develop bis own view and to work out 
lis methodology. To this group Zeller refers : Fheedrus (which contains 
he snmmarj’ of the teachings of this period), Gorgias, Ifeno, Euthyde- 
n«s, Tkeatetus, Sophist, Politicus, Parmenides, and Cratylus. The 
lompletion of the system is reached in the last period, to which Zeller 
issigns : Symposium, Phado, Thtielfus, Republic, Timtrjts, Critias, Laws. 
teller rejects, as not genuine, Epinomis, Alcibiades I and II, Anteras, 
Hipparchus, Theages, il/»«os, Cleitophro, Hippias I, lo, Menexentts. 

Editions of works by Sehanz, 1875, ff., and Burnet, 1902; translations 
jy Jowett, 5 vols.; for other editions and translations see article by 
-ampbell on Plato in Brt/a«Htca. Bitehie, Plato, A. E. Taylor, Plato; 
Pater, Plato and Platonism; Adam, Vitality of Platonism; J. A. 
Stewart, Platons Doctrine of Ideas, and Myths of Plato; Nettleship, 
Lectures on the Pepublic, and Plato's Theory of Education; Grote, 

* Cf. Ueberweg'Heinze, § 40 ; “ Plato ” in BrCtannica ; Lutoslawski, Origin 
ind Groicift of Plato’s Logic; K. Joel, op. cit. 
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Plato, etc., and Jlhtory, vol. YII; Windolbaiul, Plato; Riebl, Plato; 
Ritter, Plato, and Neuere Untersuchungen ; Nalorp, Plato’s Ideenlehre, 
and Plato’s Slaat; Fouillec, La philosophic dc Platon; Benard, Platon; 
Iluit, Platon, 2 vols.; Indexes to Plato’s works by Mitchell and Abbott. 

^ocrateg hfld pointed out that jn ord er to live a rational and 
good life wc needs jnust IiiU'c kiwwl^gc of the goo^ and that 
it is possible to attain such knott'ledge. jTic did not present a 
theory of the” m^hod of reaching it, but he practised the art 
of evolving truth in the form of the dialogue^ This method Plato 
employs with wonderful artistic effect in his writings. But he 
also speculates on the method and meaning of truth, and out- 
lines a theory of method, or dialectics, or logic, in which he 
discusses the art of forming and combining concepts, or the 
logical operations by means of which truth is reached. YTe 
have here the beginnings of a theory' of knowledge and formal 
logic. Plato is not content, however, with telling how true 
concepts and judgments may be obtained; his chief object is 
to obtain them, to know reality in nil its phases,— physical, men* 
tnl, and moral, — to comprehend it in its unity and complete- 
ness. Indeed, it is plain to him that the Icnowlcdgc-problem 
itself cannot be solved without an understanding of the nature^ i 
of the world. To this end he develops a universal system, in*- 
the spirit of the teachings of the great thinker who became his 
ideal. Although Plato did not explicitly divide philosophy into 
logic, metaphysics (physics), and ethics (practical philosophy, 
including politics), he makes use of sucli a division in his works. 
We shall, therefore, follow’ this order, in a general way, in our ■ 
exposition of his thought, and begin with logic, or dialectics. 

Plato clearly understood the great importance of the problem 
of knowledge in the philosophy of his day. A thinker’s coneep- 
Dialectics nature and origm of knowledge largely 

determined his attitude toward the engrossing 
questions of the age. If our propositions are derived from 
sense-perception and opinion, Plato argued, then the Sophists 
are quite right in their contention tliat there can be no genuine 
knowledge. Sense-perception (af’ff9T;<yis) floes not reveal the 
true reality of things, but gives us mere appearance. Opinion 
{6oSo[) may be true or false; as mere opinion it has no value 
whatever ; it is not Imowledge, but rests on persuasion or feeling; 
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it does not know whether it is. true or false, it cannot justify 
itself. ^ Gc nnine knonjedge is loiowlcdgo Jj^cd on 

reasons, ^kri^wledge that knows itself as knowledge, know led ge 
that can authenticate its clL ^ Tlie great lulijority of men think 
without bnoning why they think as they do, without having 
any grounds for their Adews. OMjnary_yirtuc_ is no better 
off; it. too, rests .on _sense«p erccption and opinion; jt_is not con- 
scio us of its princi ples. Men do not know why tliey act as 
they do; tliey act instiiietivcly, according to custom or habit, 
like ants, boos, and wasps; they act selfishly, for pleasure and 
profit, hence the masses are a great unconscious Sophist. The 
Sophist^is-wrong because lie confuses appearance and reality, 
the pleasant and the good. ^ - 

Welnust advance from sense-perception and opinion to genu- 
ine knowledge. This we cannot do unless wc have a desire, or 
love of truth, the Eros, which is aroused by the contemplation 
of beautiful ideas; we pass from the contemplation of beauty 
to the contemplation of truth. The love of truth impels us to 
dialectics; it impels us to rise beyond sense-perception to the 
idea, to conceptual knowledge, from the particular to the uni- 
.versal. The dialectical method consists, first, in tlm comnre - 
^ liension of scattered particulars in one ide a (ffwayo^yT)), ami 
second, in the division <dta{)je<T»gl of the idea into species, tha t 
is, in tlie p rocesses of g cncralizat loo and clas sification. In this 
W’ay alone can there be clear and consistent thinking; we pass 
from concent to conc ent, upivord and downward, generalizing 
and particularizing, comoining and dividing, s^mthetizing and < 
‘analyzing, cannng out concepts as a seulptor carves a beauti- 
ful figure out of a block of marble. Judgment expresses the 
r elation of concepts to on e another , articulates concept with con»'- 
cept, while tlie syllogism links judgment with judgment, in the 
process of reasoning. Dialectics is th is art of-thinldng in con- 
cepts ; concepts, and not sensations or images", eonstHute'tlie 
essential object of thought. cannot, for example, call a man 
just or unjust unless wc have a notion, or concept, of justice, 
unless Jive know what justice is; when we know that, we can 
judge why a man is jusTof^unjus^ 

But, Plato warns us, the notion or idea, (of justice, for ex- 
ample) ^oes not have its origin in experience ; we do not derive 
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it from particular cases (of justice), by induction. These are 
merely the means of clearing up, or bringing to consciousness, 
or making explicit, the notion (of justice) which already exists 
obscurely, or implicitly, in the soul. When the notion has been 
evolved, other notions may be deduced from it ; ^\•c develop its 
implications or meanings, and so reach new and absolutely cer- 
tain knowledge. Jfnn is, therefore, indeed, the measure of ali 
, things, of all truth, because there lie imbedded in his soul 
' certain universal principles, notions, concepts, or ideas, which 
form the starting-point of all his knowledge. 

■Experience, then, is not tlic source of our notions; there is 
nothing in experience, in the world of sense, exactly corre- 
sponding to them, — to the notions of truth, beauty, goodness, 
for example; — no particular object is absolutely beautiful or 
good. We approach the sense-world with ideals or standards of 
the true, the beautiful, and the good. In addition to these no- 
' tions, Plato came to regard mathematical concepts and certain 
logical notions, or categories, such ns being and non-being, , 
' identity and difference, unity and plurality, as inborn, or 
a priori. 

Conoeotiml knowledge, then. Is the only genuine Itnowlcdg e; 
that was the teaching of Socrates. The question, however, arises:. 
What guarantee have we of its truth? Plato bases his answer 
on the metaphysical teachings of several of his predecessors. 

' Knowledge is the correspondence of thought and reality, or 
I being: it must have an object. Hence, if the idea or notion 
I is to have any value as knowledge, something real must corre- 
spond to it, — there must, for instance, be pure, absolute beauty 
as such, — realities must exist corresponding to our universal 
ideas. In other words, such ideas cannot be mere passing 
thoughts in men’s heads; the truths of mathematics, the ideals 
of beauty, truth, and goodness, must be real, must have inde- 
pendent existence, lllf the objects of our ideas were not teal, 
our knowledge would not be knowledge; hence they must be 
real]} 

"The same result is reached in another way. Truth is the 
knowledge of reality, of being as such, of that which is. The 
• world.,peT ceived by_our sens gs Js not.Jhe_true_ world; it is a 
changing, fleeting world, one thing to-day, something else to^‘ 
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morrow (IleraclUus) ; it is mere appearance, illusion. True 
being is something permanent, unchangeable, eternal (Par- 
menides) . Hence, in order to have genuine knowledge, we must 
know the "^permanent and unchangeable ^ essence of things. ' 
Thought alone, conceptual thought,” can grasp eternal and 
changeless being ; it Icnows that which is, that which persists, that 
which remains one and the same in all change and diversity, the 
essential forms of tiling. 

Plato found it nccessarj’, in short, to Appeal to metaphysics, j 
to his world-view, for the proof of the validity of Imowlcdge. 
Sense-knowledge, — the kind the Sophist believed in, — presents 
to ns the passing, changing, particular, and accidental; hence 
it cannot be genuine knowledge: it docs not tell the troth or 
get, at the heart of reality. Conceptual knowledge reveals the 
universal, cliangelcss, and essential element in things and is, 
therefore, true knowledge. Philosophy has for its aim knowledge 
of the universal, uachangcable, and eternal. 

The idea, or notion, or concept, os we have seen, compre- 
hends or holds together the essential naalltics common to man y 
^^rticulars; th e essence of tbiog^consists in their ” 
necessary form. We are opt to consider such ideas 
as mental processes only: particulars alone csist, 
there is nothing corresponding to the idea or type outside of 
the mind; ** I see a horse, but ‘ Iiorscncss ' I do not see," as \ 
Antisthencs is reported to have said. Plato did not share this 
vdow; according to.bim. llie ideas or fdrjns (t^eatfef6r/,/iop^at) 
firp nnf more thoughts in the minds of men o r even in the mi nd 
of God (indeed, the divine thought is dependent on them) 
conceives them as existing in and for themsel ves, they have the 
character of_ snbstan tiality, they are substances (ovffta:), real 
or substantial forms; the flriginnl,_i>fpmn1 transcendent arche- 
t>T>es (TTapaSeiypaTa) of things, existing prior to things aTTd 
apart_from thera^ (xojpis), independent of'tlmm, uninfluenced 
by the changes .to which th^ore subject. The n.articular ob- 
j^gts, which we perceive are imperfect copies or reflections of 
pfema! patterns ; particulars may come and particulars 
may go, but the idea or form goes on forever*, Men may come . 
and men may go, but the man-type, the human race, goes on 
forever. There are many objects or copies, but there is alwa}^ 
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only one idea of a class of things,^ There are jmiuJi£rl£ss-aueh 
independent forms, or ideas, nothing being too lowly or insig- 
nmeant lo nave its Itlcas ideas of things, relations, qualities, 
actions; ideas of tables and beds and chairs, of color and tone; 
of health, rest, and motion; of smallness, greatness, likeness; 
of beauty, truth, and goodness. 

These ideas or archetypes, though numberless, are not disor » 
dered. like chao s; they constitute a well-ordered world, or 
^rational . cosmos {nofffios yotfros). The ideal order forms an 
interrelated, connected organi c unity, the ideas being arranged ■ 
in logical order, and subsumed under the highest idea, the ide a 
of the Good, which is the source of all tlie rest. TJiis idea is 
supreme; heyond it there is no other. Tlie truly real and the 
trnlv good are identica h the idea of the Good is the logos, the 
cosmic purpose. Unity, therefore, includes plurality, in the. 
intelligible or ideal world there is no unity without plurality, 
and no plurality without unity (Parmenides). The -universe 
is conceived by Plato n lnffi cal ftVRtem nf ideng ; it forms an 
^ organic sniritunl unity , governed by a universal purpose, the 
idea of the Good, and is, therefore, a rational moral whole. Its 
meaning cannot be grasped by the senses, which perceive only 
its imperfect and fleeting reflections and never rise to a vision 
of the perfect and abiding whole. Jt is the business of philosophy 
to understand its inner order and connection, to conceive its 
essence by logical thought. 

We have, in this framework of the Platonic system, a combina- 
tion and transformation of the teacliings of the leaders of Greek 
thought. With the Sophists Plato agrees that knowledge (of 
appearances) is impossible; with Socrates, that genuine knowl- 
edge is always of concepts; with Heraclitus, 'that the world (of 
, appearances) is in constant change; with the Eleaties, that the 
world (of ideas) is unchangeable; with the Atomists, that being 
is plural (ideas) ; with the ^aeatics, that it is one; with nearly 
all the .Greek thinkers, that it is at bottom rational; with 
* Anaxagoras that mind rules it and that mind is distinct from 
matter. His system is the mature fruit of the history of Greek 
philosophy down to his time. 

We turn now to t he idation oi this ideal world to the so-called 
real world. As was said before, the particular objects in natnre 
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are-conics of id eas. How is this to be undersjo^l -Pow c^ the 
pureand perf^t, changeless principle be Responsible for the 
incomplete and ‘ever-changing world of sense? / 

There is another principle, which is everj'thing that 
idea Is not, apd to which sensuoiw existence owes 
its imperfections. This principle, which Aristotle, ca lls the 
Platonic ** ma tter.** forms the basis of t he pbenomcna Ly6rld; ,a3 
sucii it is the raw ma^rial (txpaydov) upon which -the. forms 
are somehow iinpr^ssed.^jt is pgrishable and unre al, i mperfeg t, 
•-^ non-lieing (^rj ov) ; — whatever reality, form, or beauty the 
pcrccii’cd world has, it owes to ideas. Some interpreters, of 
Plato conceive this Platonic ** matter'* a s^ space ; others as a 
frncc-fil ling mass. Plato needs something besides the 
idea to account for our world of sense, or ''nature, which is not 
o' mere illusion of the senses, bat an order of lower rank tlian the 
changeless ideal realm. This substratum, unlonched by the ideal 
principle, must bo conceived as devoid of all qualities, — form - 
l^s. undefinable. imperceptible. Nature owes its cxistcPM ts^ * 
the inflacnco o f the ideal wofl3 on Don-being o r matter; as a 
ngui, passed through a prism, Js 'broken into many rays, 
Wo the idea is broken into many objects by joatter. The form- 
less something is nnn.hof ng ^ not in. the sense of being non-existent. 
but in the sense of baring a lower order of existence t the term 
\ non-being expresses a judgment, of ..varue. The tensible world 
partakes « a measure ot reality or being,' in so far as itTakes. 
on form. Plato docs not define more precisely the nature of the 
Tplnilnn b^weerTTlie two realms » but it is plain that th e idea.s - 
are somehow rcsnonrible for ah the realit y things p ossess ; they 
owe their being to the presence of ideas, to the parftcipatioa 
of the latter in them. At the same time, non-being, the sub- 
stratum, is responsible for the diversity and imperfection of the 
many difTcrent objects bearing the same name; as Zcllcr says. 
!i ti«s ft second kind of causality, the causality of a blind, irra- 
riional necessit y. There arc, then, two principles ; we shbultTsay, 
mind and matter, of which mind is the true rea lity, the thing 
of most worth, that to which evcrj’thing owes its form and 
essence, the principle of law and order in the universe; while 
, the other element, mnlter. is secondar y, n dull, irratio nal, rccalci- 
tr ant force, t he unwilling slave of mind , which somehow, but 
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imperfectly, takes on the impress of mind. Form is the active 
, cause, matter is tlie cooperative cause. It is both friend and foe, 
an auxiliary and an obstruction, the ground of physical and 
moral evil, of change and imperfection. Since the world of ideas 
is identical with the Good, the non-ideal be cvlL If we 
had to label this part of the system, wc should call it dualism . 

It is idcnli«itie nr Rpiritiinligflf , in SO far as it makes mind the 
paramount principle of things and matter a secondary principle. 

In any case, it is thoroughly anti-materialistie and _aDt i- 
mechanistic. 

Plato attempts to explain thn ■origin of nature in his Tinia^s, 
a work that reminds one of the early Pre-Socratie philosophies. 
He presents a cosmology which is shot through with many 
mythical elements and often contradicts bis other leacblngs, 
but he claims for it nothing more than probability . Like a 
human artist or workman, the Demiurge or Creator fashio ns the 
world after the nattem of tl^ c ideal worl d j guided by the idea 
of the Good, he forms as perfect a universe as it is possible for 
him to form, hampered, as he is, by the principle of matter. 
The Demiurge is not really a creato r, but a n arghitcct-y the two 
principles, mind and matter, arc already in existence: a being ' 
is needed who will bring them together. In order to realize 
his purpose, ho endows >th c world, which is ..composed, of the . 
four material elements, earth, air, fire, water, ^vith soul and 
■life. This . world-sonf he impounds of the indivisible and _ 
divisible, identity and change, of mind and matter (the four 

‘ elements), m' order that it may Imow the ideal and perceive 

the corporeal.^ It has its own original motion, which is the 
nf all - TTintinTi • in moving itself it also moves bodie?; it 
is diffused throughout the world and is the cause of the beauty, 
border, and harmony in the world; this is the image of God,' 

I a visible God. JChe world-soul Is the, mtenuediav? t he 

world of ideas and the world of phenomena , pt is the cause 
of all law, mathematical relations, harmony, order, uniformity, 
life, mind, and knowledge: it moves according to fixed laws 
of its nature, causing the distribution of matter in the heavenly 
spheres, as well as their motioi^ Besides the world-soul, the 
Creator created souls or gods for the planets (which he arranged 
according to the Pythagorean system of harmony) and rational ^ 
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human souls, leaving it to the lower gods to create animals 
and the irrational part of the human soul. Everything has 
been made for man, plants to nourish him, and animal-bodies 
to serve as habitations for fallen souls. 

We have, tlierefore, in Plato *s cosmology many gods, to none 
of whom' lie definitely ascribes personality", perhaps hecause 
he took this for' gfante'dj conceiving them in'analogy with the^ 
human soulT*the'Idea~of‘the~QMd, the total world of ideas, 
thrDemiurge, the world-sonl, the planetary souls, and the gods 
of the popular religion. 

This cosmology is a teleological world-view in mythical garb,' 
an attempt to explain reality as a purposeful, well-ordered 
cosmos, the work of an intelligence, guided by reason and an 
ethical purpose. Purposes or final causes arc the real causes 
of the world, the physical causes are merely cooperating causes; 
whatever is good and rational and purposeful in the universe 
is due to reason ; whatever is evil, irrational, and purposeless is 
due to mechanical causes. 

The theory of knowledge has shown us that, there ara tliree 
k inds o f ImowJcdgOi— ^se^rception, opinion, and genuine 
tmowlcdge^orTScicncc (Wtssctis^iafO> This divi-' 
sion influences Plato's psychology. In sensation 
and opinion the soul is dependent on the hqdjr- in^o_far as . 
it beholds"" tlic "pure world of ideas", it~is pure reason. The 
bodil^part_^is,, therefore, rm impediment to^lcnowledge, from 
which the soul must free itself in order to behold truth in its 
purity. The copies of the pure ideas, as they exist in the ■ 
phenomenal world, merely incite the rational soul to think; 
sensation provokes ideas, it docs not produce them. Hence, 
the soul must somehow possess ideas prior to its contact with^ 
tIic"\vorld of experience. Plato teaches that the "soul has viewed 
such ideas before, but has forgotten them; thc_iniporfect copies 
of ideas in the world of sense bring back its past, remind it, 

* as'it were, of ^lat'it'has seen before; all knowledge is remi- 
niscence (anamnesis) and all learning a reawakening. (Read 
tbe 'myth of the chariot'eer in'the P/iadrus.) Hence, the soul 
must have existed .before its imion with a body (pre- 
existence). 

The human soul, then, is, in part, pure rea.son (vovs), Md 
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this rational part is its character^tic phase. It enters a body, 
and there is added to it a mortal and irrational part, which fits 
it for existence in the sense-world. This is divided into the spir- 
ited part (J&y/idff), — by which Plato means the nobler impulses 
(anger, ambition, love of power), situated in the heart,— and 
desire (rd i7ttSvfi7}Ttit6v )^ — by which he means the lower appe- 
tites or passions, the part with which the soul loves and hungers 
and thirsts, placed by him in the liver. The union witl^tbe 
body is a hindrance to the intellectml aspirations of th’e soul, 
jjo knowledge; the presence of impulses and desires is a hindrance 
to" the ethical supremacy of reason, which reason itself must 
seek to overcome, as Plato shows in his ethics. A soul that 
has contemplated the pure eternal ideas must, in part at least, 
be like these ideas, pure and eternal; for only like can know 
like. The doctrine of reminiscence proves the preexistence and 
continued existence of the soul. Other proofs of immortality 
are: the simplicity of the soul: whatever is simple cannot be 
decomposed; and its life or spontaneity: such n principle of 
activity cannot be destroyed; life cannot become death (Phado). 

The question arises, How does the pure rational soul happen 
to unite witli a body! At this point, again, Plato has recourse 
to mythical explanation, combining conceptions suggested by his 
theory of knowledge, and conceptions suggested by empirical 
psychology, \vith Orphic and Pythagorean mysticism. The^ pure 
ratio nal soul,.^which was created by the Demiurge, once _iu-_ 
^habited a.s^r^ But it became possess^ with a desire for the 
world of sense and_wa3 inclosed in s"i£aterial“b6d^ as in a 
prison.j In case it succeeds in overcoming thVlower side of its 
nature,' it will return to its star, otherwise it will sink lower 
and lower, passing through the bodies of different animals 
(transmigration of souls). If the soul bad resisted desire ifl 
its celestial life, it wowld have ccmtiTiticd to occupy itself, in 
a transcendent existence, with the contemplation of ideas. As 
it is, it is condemned to pass through a stage of purification. 

'An. impo rtant j hase^of J*lato *s_ psychology is the doctrine* of 
the_Eros. j Jnst as sense-perception arouses in the soul the re- 
membrance of pure ideas, or Truth, so the perception of sensuous 
beauty, whicli arouses sense-love, also arouses in the soul the 
memory of ideal Beauty contemplated in its ‘former existence. 
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This recollection arouses yearning for the higher life, theTvorld 
of pure ideas. Sensuous love and the’yearning for the beauti- 
firl and the good are one and the same impulse ; in yearning for 
eternal values, the soul yearns for immortality. The sensuous 
impulse seeks the continued existence of the species; the higher 
forms of the impulse are the craving for fame, the impulse to 
create science, art, and human institutions. These impulses are 
another evidence of the immortality of the soul, for what the 
soul desires must he attainable. 

The question of greatest moment to Socrates was the question 
of the good. "What is the nature or meaning of the good, wliat 
is a good life, and how can we justify such a life 
to reason? How should a rational being act; w’hat 
ought to be his controlling principle? Socrates raised the 
problem and gave his answer- He did not offer a complete phi- 
losophy of life in systematic form, but laid the foundations for 
such a structure. UBlato tabes np the problem and seeks to 
solve it in the light of his comprehensive world-view*“| As wo 
said before, the question of the meaning and worth of"iifc and 
human institutions be regards as involved in the larger ques- 
tion of the nature and meaning of the world and of man. His 
ethics, like his theory of Imowlcdge, is based on his meta- 
physics. 

TIig_imi yerse is, at b ott_om,.a ^rational universe; a spiritual, 
a'stem.^ Objects of sense, the material p lieDomena around us, 
are mere fleeting sliado’ws of eternal and nevcr-clmnging ideas; 
ttie^ annot endure and have no wortlT. Only tlmt which endures 
is^t^3Fd’has* value T ~reaso5~alooe~has obsolute~^vMtlrand'i3” 
the high est g ood, j HenceTlhe randnal~part of man”is~ the true 
part, and his ideal must be to cultivate reason, the immortal side 
of his soul. Tlie body and the senses are not the true part; 
indeed, the3Qd y is t he_ prison-house of the soul, a fetter, de- 
liverance from which is the final go^ of the spirit. “ 'Where- 
fore we ought to fly away from earth as quickly as we can, and 
to fly away is to become like God.” The release of the soul from . . 
Gie body and the contemplation of Ui eTbe autlf ul world of ideas, 1/ 
t^at is thc_uUimate end of, life, j / 

In the meanwhile the soul, with its rea.son, its spirited part, 
and its appetites, is inclosed in its dungeon and has its problems 
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to solve. Tlic rational part is wise nnd has to exercise fore- 
thought on behalf of the entire soul: hence, its essential func- 
tion is to command. The individual is in whom reason rules 
over the other impulses of the soul, Icnowing what is advan- 
tageous for the whole inner economy nnd for each member of it 
The province-of the spirited part (will) is to be the subject 
and ally of reason; music and gjTonastics will bring these two 
principles into unison. When they have been trained and edu- 
cated, they will exercise control over the appetites. Reason takes 
counsel, will fights the battles of reason, obeys it, and givesj 
effect to its counsels by Us bravery. An individual, therefore, 
is brave when the spirited part holds fast, tlirough pain and. 
pleasure, to the instructions of reason as to what is to he feared 
and what is not. ^ He is tcmjicrate when will nnd appetite agree 
jvitii reason, submit to its authority. Temperance, or self-control, • 
is'mastery ovc'f ’cortain kinds of pleasures nnd desires.^ ■When. 
\tli_cse three inward principles nro in tune, each doing JU 
proper work,_the_man is just.^ The just nnd honorable course 
is thnt'which a man pursues in this frame of mind; he has the ^ 
ethical attitude when he b wise nnd brave nnd temperate, when 
iiVlias harmonized hb soul. Such'tTnirin’ would not repudiate j, 
a deposit, commit sacrilege or theft, be false to friends, be a ) 
traitor to his country, or commit similar mbdeeds. 

The ideal, therefore, is a well-ordered soul, one in which the 
higher functions rule the lower, one wliich exercises the 
virtues of wisdom {ffncpla), .courage {ardpsta), self'control 
{aoxppoovyi}) , and justice {diHaioovvtf). A life of reason, 
which means a life of virtue, is the highest good. Happiness 
attends such a life; the just man is after all the happy man. 
Ple asure, however, is_not an end in itself, — it is not the high-, 
est factor in the life of the soul, but the lowest. 

There b in Plato’s ethical teaching another side to which 
we have already referred, and which lays extreme emphasis on 
the rational element in the soul, regarding the irrational aspect 
as something mit merely_to l>e subordinated, but to be cast out.. 
This part of the teaching differa from' the usual Greek concep- 
tion; it is ascetic in its tone, it b the doctrine of coutemptus 
viundi, whicli we find in primitive Christianity: the world we -- 
*■ perceive is but a passing show: “ the glory of the world passeth ^ 
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away, and the Inst tliereof.” That which endures, for Plato, is 
reason, truth ; all else is vanity Matter is imperfection, aHead 
weight on the soul ; to be free from this clog and to lose oneself 
in the contemplation of beautiful ideas, or to see God, as the 
Christians put it, is' a 'consummation devoutly to be wished.. 
Here the Platonic philosophy culminates in mysticism. 

Plato's theory of the State, which is given in'tlie BepuhUe, 
is based on his ethics. Since virtue is the highest good, and 
the individual cannot attain the good in isolation, 
hut only in society, the mission of the State is to 
realize virtue and happiness; the purpose of its constitution and 
its laws is to bring about conditions which will enable as many 
men as possible to become good; that is, to secure the general 
welfare. Social life is a means to the perfection of individuals, 
not an end in itself. It is true, the individual must subordinate 
his private interests to the public welfare, but that is only be- 
cause his own. true good is bound up witli the .social weal. If 
nil men were rational and virtuous, there would be no .need of 
Ian’S and a State: a completely virtuous man is governed by 
reason, and not by external law. Few, however, arc perfect; 
and laws arc nece.ssary to the realization of our true good. The 
State owes its origin to necessity. 

The State should be organized like the universe at large and 
the individual virtuous soul; that is, reason should rule in it. 
There arc as many classes in society n.s there arc functions of 
the soul, and the relations of these classes to each other should 
correspond to those obtaining in a healthy soul. Those who 
have received philosophical training represent reason and ought 
to be the ruling class; thc'warrior class represent the spirited 
element or will*, their task is defense; the agriculturists, artisans, 
and merchants represent the lower appetites, and have as their 
function the production of material goods.* Justice is realized 
in a State in which each class, the industrial, military, and 
guardian, does its o\vn work and sticks to its own business. A 
.State,Ls temperate and brave and wise in consequence of cer- 
tain affections and conditions of these same chesses. It is master 

• Amonj; the cations, Plato the Phwnidnns as repri'senting the 

lower ap{Wl5U“«, the burharoa'* pwpks of the North ns representing the 
spirited clement or will, tlie Greets as representing reason. 
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of itself when the desires of the vulgar many are controlled 
by the desires and the wisdom of the few, when the governors 
and the governed are rmanimous on the question who ought to 
govern. Every individual ought to have some one occupation in 
the State, which should be that to which his natural capacity 
is best adapted. Justice is to have and do what belongs to us 
and is our ownj to mind one's business and not to be meddle- 
some. 

The ideal society forms a complete unity, one large family; 
hence, Plato opposes private property and monogamous mar- 
riage, and recommends, for the two upper castes (who are to be 
supported by the workers), communism and the common pos- 
session of wives and children. Among his other recommendations 
are supervision of marriages and births (eugenics), exposure 
of weak children, compulsory state education, education of 
women for war and government, censorship of works of art 
and literature. Plato did not have a high opinion of art, re- 
garding it as an imitation of the world of sense, which is itself 
a mere copy of the true essences of things; art, therefore, is an 
imitation of an imitation. It can and should, however, he 
thought, be made a means to moral culture. 

The State is an educational institution, the instrument of 
civilization, and as such it must have its foundation in the high- 
est kind of knowledge attainable, that is, philosophy. “ Unless 
it happen either that philosophers acquire the kingly power in 
states, or that those who are now called Idngs and potentates he 
imbued with a sufficient measure of genuine philosophy, that is 
to say, unless political power and philosophy be united in the 
same person . . . there w'ill be no deliverance for cities nor 
yet for the human race.” Tlie State shall undertake the edu- 
cation of the children (of the higher classes), following a defi- 
nite plan of instruction, which shall be the same for the first 
twenty years of life and apply to both sexes, and shall include : 
bodily' exercises (in infancy) ; the narration of myths with a 
view to ethical culture; gymnastics, which develops not only 
the body but the will; reading and writing; poetry and music, 
which arouse the sense of beauty, harmony, and proportion and 
encourage philosophical thought; mathematics, which tends to 
draw the mind from the sensuous to the real; and military 
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festations of an intelligible ■world-order,' and also in the seme 
of introducing an all-uniting world-soul. It is tlicistic in the 
sense of admitting a Creator, or Demiurge, though this figure 
is mythical, and philosophically out of place in the system. It 
teaches transcendency in that its ideal world transcends the 
world of experience: the pure ideas seem to shun the contami- 
nation of the material element; immanency, in that the world- 
soul is diffused over all space. It is anti-mechanistic and teleo- 
logical in that it socks the ultimate explanation of the world in 
final causes or purposes, embracing all these under a universal 
purposes the idea of the Good. It js^du ali stie in the sense that it 
it ha^_two principles of explanation, mind and m a tter. ^ It is ' 
fundamentally ethical in that the final cause of the whole world 
is the idea of the Good. , Its ethical theory is anti-hed^stie, 
inUiitionlsUc, and idealistic, a scIf-reoUzation theory we might, 
say, though the term is apt to be misunderstood.! Its political 
theory is aristocratie and socialistic. 

The great influence of this s^'stem on later Greek thought and 
on Christian philosophy and theology is easily understood. It 
is a world-view with a remarkable span, attempting to ration- 
alize nearly cverj' field of human interest and endeavor. To 
Christianity, when it sought to make Its mess.^ge intelligible and 
reasonable to the educated Koiunn world, it became a treasure- 
house of thoughts. Its idealism, its teleology, its conception of 
a system of ideas as patterns of the world, its dualism, its mj’s- 
ticism, its contempt for matter and the world of sense, its ethical 
State, its proofs for the immortality of the soul, its doctrine of 
the fall of man, — all these teachings, and many more besides, 
w’cre welcome gifts to those who wished to justify the new faith^ 
to reason. We shall have occasion, later on, to point out how’ ■ 
much Christian theology owed to the Greeks, and how pro-'' 
loundly tlie greatest thmlier of the early Church, St. Augustine, 
was influenced by Plato. And what a vital force his idealism 
has remained in the phil(»ophy of the entire European world, 
down to the present, will be seen at every step. 

The Academy established by Plato was continued by bis pupils 
after Iiis death. The school at first followed the Pythagorean 
doctrines which Plato had adopted during his old age, and iden- 
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tificd ideas with numbers. It also emphasized the ethical studies. 
This phase of the school is called the Older Academy: its scbol- 
archs or heads were Plato's nephew, Speusippus (from 347 to 
339 B.C.), Xenocrates (339-314), Polemo (314- 
270), and Grates (270-247). Other members 
of the Old Academy were: Hcraclidcs of Pontus, 

Philippus of Opus, IlesticBus of Perinthus, and Eudoxus of 
Cnidus. Crates’s successor Arcesilaus (247-241) introduced 
skepticism into the Academy and founded the second or Middle 
Academy, which remained true to the teachings of Arcesilaus 
until Camcades became its head (before 15G), and the founder 
of the third or New Academy. (Sec pp. 116, IT.) 

10. Aristotle 

Plato was tbc first Greek thinker to constnict an idealistic 
philosophy on a comprehensive scale. Tlie system, however, 
presented diiTicultlcs and inconsistencies, which 
imd to be considered and, if possible, ovoreome. ^ 

The early Platonic school did little to develop the ' 
thought of its founder; it did what schools generally do, it trans- 
mitted his doctrines very largely os they had been received. It 
was left to Aristotle, a pupil of independent mind, to recon- 
struct the system, to develop it in what seemed to him a more 
consistent and scientific manner. First of all, the problem of 
transcendent ideas hod to be reconsidered; Plato seemed to place 
the eternal forms (as Aristotle calls them) beyond the stars, 
to separate them from the actual world of experience, and to de- 
grade this to mere appearance. Then there was the conception 
' of the secondary element, the Platonic matter, wliieh needed to 
be defined more precisely in order to become a satisfactorj* prin- 
ciple of explanation. The gulf l»etwecn form and matter had 
to be bridged somehow; how could the remote and changeless 
ideas place their impress upon n lifeless and irrational .sub- 
stratum! Other dinicuUics presented themselves, flow shall 
wo account for the progrcssivelj* changing forms of things; how 
for the existence of individual immortal souls and their presence 
in human bodies! The Dcmiui^ and the world-soul are make- 
shifts; the recourse to mythology and the popular religion a 
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confusion of ignorance. The dualism remains and extends to 
every phase of the system, and the problems are not solved. So 
at least it seemed to Plato’s pupil. 

Aristotle retains the changeless eternal forms, the idealistic 
principles of the teacher, but rejects their transcendency. He 
brings them down from heaven to earth, so to speak. 
ore not apart from things, but in them; they are not tran- 
scendent, but immanent. Matter is not non-being (pv 
but dynamic (ivvapsi ovj; form and matter are not separate,, 
hut eternally together: matter realizes the form or idea of the 
thing, moves and changes, grows, or evolves formward. ) The 
world of sense, the phenomenal order, is not a mere imitation 
or shadow of the real world ; it « the real world, form and mat- 
ter in one, and the true object of Science. It is because he 
conceives it so that Aristotle feels at home in it, that he studies 
it sympathetically, that his theories always keep in close touch 
with it, and that he encourages the natural sciences. 

Aristotle was bom 384 b.c., io Stagirs, the son of Nicomachus, the 
court physician of Philip of Macedon. At the age of seventeen he 
entered Plato’s Academy, where he remained for twenty years as 
student and teacher. After tbe death of Plato (347), be journeyed 
to Assos, in Mysia, thence to MUylene, and is said to have returned 
to Athens to open a school of rhetoric. In 342 he was called by 
King Philip to direct the education of bis son Alexander, afterwards 
called the Great. Seven years later he came back to Athens, this time 
to establish a school io the gymnasium dedicated to tbe Lycean Apollo, 
from which tbe school received its historic name, the Lyceum. (It has 
also been called tbe Peripatetic School, because of Aristotle's habit of 
walking while giving instruction.) He taught by means of lectures 
and tbe dialogue. After tbe sudden death of Alexander in 323, the 
philosopher was accused of sacrilege by the anti-Macedonian party at 
Athens and compelled to flee to Eubcea, where he died 322 b.c. 

Aristotle was a man of noble character, realizing in his personality 
tbe Greek ideal of measure and harmony taught in his system of 
ethics. His love of truth was strong, his judgment sober, impartial, 
and acute; he was a master of dialectics, a lover of detail, a great 
reader, a close observer, and a specialist. His literary style was like 
his thinking, sober, scientific, familiar, free from embellishment and 
flights of fancy, even diy. One seldom feels the glow of his own per- 
sonality in his works; it is only on rare occasions that he rives ex- 
pression to his emotions. In these respects, he was unlike his great 
teacher Plato. In perusing his works we seem to be in the presence 
of calm impersonal reason. Be is, however, one of the greatest fi«nires 
in the history of thought, a universal genius. He wrote on a large 
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bcr of topics: logic, rLetoric, poetics, physics, botany, zoology, 
hology, ethics, economics, politics, and metaphj'sics. 
large collection of writings attributed to Aristotle has come down 
IS, most of them genuine. Many of his books, however, seem to 
! been lost. Andronictis, who published an edition of bis works 
•een 60 and 50 B.C., places the nnmber of books (chapters, we 
lid say) written by Aristotle at 1000- Of the works published by 
for wider circles of readers, only fragments remain; the material 
has been preser\'ed represents lectnres to his pnpils and was 
intended for publication. 

7e may, following Zeller, arrange the extant writings in the follow- 
groups: (1) Lope (writings called by the followers of Aristotle 
Organon, the organ or instrument for acquiring knowledge). Cate- 
es (mutilated and added to by later bands; largely genuine, though 
is doubted by some authorities); Propositions (gives the Aristo- 
in teaching, hut is not genuine); the two Analytics (Syllogism; 
nition, Classification, Demonstration) ; Topics (nine boo^ on Prob- 
ity). Sophistic Fallacies is the last ^ok of the Topics. 

2) Rhetoric. Ithetoric to Theodeetes (based on Aristotle's teachings, 
not his work); Rhetoric to Alexander (spurious); Rhetoric (three 
ks, third doubtful). The theory of art is presented in the Poetics, 
rhich only a part remains. 

3) Metaphysics. A series of fourteen books, dealing mainly with 
■ principles, were placed, in the collection of Andronicus. imioedi- 
y aftir the writings on phj'sics, and bore the beading fjcri ri 

!ta ta physica, or nTitings coming after the writings on pbysics), 
ply to indicate their position in the collection. Tliis Is the origin 
the term metaphysics; Aristotle himself never used it, but called 
li discussions of first principles “First Philosophy." These fourteen 
ks were not intended by Aristotle as a single work. Book II (a) and 
ts of Book XI are spurious. 

4) Natural Sciences. Physics (eight books, Book ^71 an in- 
solation) ; Astronomy (four books) ; Origin and Decay (two books) ; 
‘eorology (four books); Cosmology (spurious); Botany (spurious); 
tory of Animals (ten books, Book X spurious) ; On the Parts of 
‘mals (four books); On the Progression of .Animals (not genuine, 
srding to some) ; On the Origin of Animals (five books) ; On the 
•emotion of Animals (spurious). P8>'cbology. On the Soul (eight 
ks, three treating of sei^sation, memory, sleep and waking; others, 
le<l parta nalHroli’a, are smaller, treafi^ which liave been added, 
ile the last book on breathing is post-Arietotelian). 

5) Ethics. Nicomaehean Fihies (ten books; additions from the 
(lemian Ethics have been made in Books V-YII); Eudemian Ethics 
revision of the former by Endemus: only Books I-III and pre- 
reil); Magna Moralia, the Greater Ethics (a compilation of the 
» proccillng). 

6) Politics. Politics (eight books, apparentb’ incomplete); On 
Constitution of .Athens (part of PoZitiVs, discovered 1S90). The 

rk on economies attributed to Aristotle w not authentic. 

'omplete edition of works by Bekker and Brandis; collection of 
gments by Rose; translations appearing under editorship of J. A. 
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Smith nnd W. S. Uoss. Index to works by Bonitz; Kappes, ^Iristo/fks- 
Lexikon. Other translations: Posterior Analytics and Sophislici ElencU 
by Poste; Metaphysics by Boss, Book I by Tnylor; Psychology by 
Ilammond, Hicks, Wallace; Porta tiaturalia by Beare and Ross; 
Nicomachean Ethics by Wclldon, Peters; Polities by Welldon, Jowett 
(2 vols.), Ellis; Constitution of Athens by Kenyon; PoetiVs by By- 
water, Butcher, Lane Cooper, Wharton; Blietone by WcUdon. (Neatly 
all these works also in Bohn Library; in addition: Organon and 
llhlonj of ^inimals.) Burnet, AristotU on Education, transblions ol 
parts of Ethics and Politics. 

A. E. Taylor, Aristotle; E. Wallace, Outlines of the Philosophy of 
Aristotle; Grant, Aristotle; Groto, Aristotle; T. H. Green, Arisfo//e, in 
"Works; Chase, Ethics of A. C. Bradley, Aristotle's Theory 

of State in llellcnica; Davidson, Aristotle ami Ancient Educational 
Ideals; Jones, Aristotle’s Researches in Natural Science; Slebeek, 
Arisloteles; Brcnlano, Arislolclcs und seine Weltanschauung; Plat, 
Arislote; special works by Bernays (on theory of the drama), Mmer 
(eyllogism), F. Brentano (psychology). 

Aristotle accepts tlic idealistic and teleological presupposi- 
tions .of bia teacher ; the nmverse is an ideal world, an inter- 
*• related, organic whole, a system of eternal and 
and *uncbangeable ideas or forms ^(fjtJv)., These are- 

Scieucea nltimato essences and causes of things,, the 

directing forces or purposes tliat make them what 
they are. , Id^s are not, however, detached from the world we , 
perceive, but part and parcel of it, immanent in it; they give 
it "form and life., Our world of experience is the real world, 

' and'not an untrustworthy appearance. Hence, it is the object 
for us to study and to understand; and experience the basis and 
starting-point of our knowledge, from which to rise to the science 
of ultimate principles. This conception of reality gives our 
philosopher, who was tlie son of a physician, his wliolesome 
respect for the concrete and particular, accounts for his interest 
in natural science, and determines his method. Genuine Imowl- 
edge (e?r:o’Tr//xj;), however, does not consist in mere acquaint- 
'ance^ with .facts, but in knowing their reasons or causes or 
grounds, in Icnowing tlmt they cannot he otherwise than they 
are. \ Philosophy, or Science in the broad sense, embraces ah 
such reasoned Imowledge; it includes mathematics as well as 
the special sciences. The science or plnlosophy whicli studies, 
the ultimate or,Rrst causes .of things is called by Aristotle the^ 
^rstj^l^phy; we call it .metaphysics. ^ Metaphysics is con- 
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is "based on the Q'llogism, — a field neglected by Plato. He was 
the first, as Zeller says, to discover in the syllogism the basal 
form in which all tliought movc.% and to give it a name. The 
sj’llogism is a discourse {Xoyos) in which from certain presup- 
positions (premises) something new (the conclusion) necessarily 
follows. In the syllogism the particular is derived from the 
universal: it is deductive reasoning. Induction consists in 
deriving a universal proposition from particular facts of experi- 
ence; in order to he valid, the proce^ must be complete or 
perfect, that is, based on knowledge of all the cases. 

"Valid or scientific demonstration is, tlicrefore, always in the 
form of the syllogism: it is syllogistic and deductive. In order 
to be true, the conclusion must follow necessarily from the 
premises. And the premises themselves must be universal and 
necessary, hence they, too, must be proved, t.c., grounded on 
other premises. The goal of knowledge is complete demonstra- 
tion.* This is possible only in a scries of syllogisms in which 
conclusions depend on premises which, in turn, are the conclu- 
sions of other premises, and so on. But the process cannot go 
on forever; we must finally reach propositions or principles 
which cannot he proved deductively, and which, nevertheless, 
have absolute certainty, greater certainty, indeed, than all the 
propositions derived from them. "We have such direct or imme- 
diate, intuitive or self-evident principles the 

axioms of mathematics and the principle of contradiction. Each 
particular science has such principles of its own, and there are, 
besides, universal principles common to all the sciences, the 
principles of first philosophy, or metaphysics. 

The basal notions or principles are inherent in reason itself 
(vovs), the highest part of the soul; they are direct intuitions 
of reason. They can also be verified by induction, the process 
in which thought rises from sense-perception, or the perception 
of individual things, to general concepts, or the knowledge of 
universals- Human reason has the power of abstracting from'’ 
the particular its form, or that in which it agrees with other 
particulars of the same name. Such forms constitute the essences 

•The ideal science in Aristotle's day was mathematics, hence the im- 
portant role deduction plays in his It^c. His aim was to reach the ceri ' 
tainty of mathematicB. 
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of things ; they are real. They arc, however, not only the prin- 
ciples or essences of things, hut also principles of reason ; being 
potential in the mind. Experience is necessary to bring them 
ont, to make reason aware of them, to bring them to conscious- 
ness. That is, 'they are implicit in the mind and made explicit 
or actual by experience. They are both forms of thought and 
forms of reality itself. This is a basal idea of Aristotle's: 
thought and being coincide ; truth is the agreement of thought 
with being. 

Onr knowledge, therefore, always begins with sense-perception 
and rises from particular facts to universal concepts, t.e., from 
“ that whicli is the better known to us " to “ that which is tlie 
better knoum and more certain in itself." Univcrsals are the 
last things we reach in our thinking, but first in nature: they 
are the first principles. 

Hence, induction is a preparatlon|for deduction. The ideal 
of Science mvist'alwaya be to derive particulars from universals, 
to furnish demonstration or necessary proof, which cannot be 
done until induction has done Its work, until the universals lying 
dormant in our reason have been aroused by experience. In 
this way Aristotle reconciles empiricism and rationalism. Knowl- 
edge is impossible without experience; but truths derived from 
experience, by induction, would not bo certain, — they would 
yield probability only, — hence they must also be a priori, implicit 
in the mind- Without experience, truths would never be known ; 
without being implicit in reason, they would not be certain. 

• By the categories Aristotle means the most general forms of 
predication, the fundamental and most universal predicates 
which can be affirmed of anything. He enumerates ten, some- 
times only e^bt, such categories. We can sjc? of a thing what 
it is (man; substance), how it is constituted (white; quality), 
hoiv large it is (two yards long: quantity), how related (greater, 
double: relation), tvhere it is (in the Lyceum: space), whc7i it 
'is (yesterday: time), what posture or position it assumes (lies, 
sits: position), the state it is in (clothed, armed), what it does 
(bums: activity), and what it suffers (is burned: passivity). 
All this means that the objects of our experience exist in time 
and place, can be measured and counted, are related to other 
things, act and are acted on, have essential qualities and acci- 
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dental qualities. The categories are not mere forms of thooght 
or language, — they arc that, to be sure, — they are also preQicates 
of reality as such : every word and concept has something teal 
corre.sponding to it. The particular, pcrccivahle substance is 
the bearer of all tliesc categories, it is that of which they can all 
be predicated. Hence, the category of substance is the all- 
important one, the others exist only in so far as they can be 
predicated of substance. Science, therefore, deals svith the catc- 
gorj' of being, or essence, or substance, i.e., with the c^ential 
qualities of things. This leads us to Aristotle’s metaphysics. 

The problem of metaph^'sics is the discovery of ultimate prin- 
ciples. IIow shall we expiaiu the world, what is it in esscncel 
.. .. Democritus and his school had reduced it to mov- 

^ iug iriatcrial atoms. Plato to transcendent ideas, 

which somehow influenee formlws matter. Aristotle rejects 
both answers, and seeks to mediate between them. The idea or 
form cannot be a scU-cxistcnt essence, apart from matter, as 
Plato has it j a quality cannot exist apart from its object j there 
can bo no form without matter. Nor can the changing reality 
perceived by us bo explained by mere purposeless matter in 
motion, as the materialists hold; there can be no matter with- 
out directing purpose or form. Pinto regarded the objects of 
concrete experience as mere incomplete copies of the universal 
idea, as accidents, and the form as the substance; Aristotle, on 
the other hand, regards the particular objects or individual be- 
ings as real substances. But the essence or true nature of the 
particular concrete being is constituted by its /oral, by the gen- 
eral qualities belonging to the class to which it belongs ; so that, 
after all, the form, or idea, is for him, too, the most essential 
element. 

The particular object, however, changes or grows; all that 
is perceived is changeable, it is and it is not, it can be and not 
be ; it assumes now these qualities, now those, it is now seed, now 
sapling, now tree, now fruit. How shall wo explain this process 
of becoming % There must be something that changes, something 
that persists in the change, something that has the different 
qualities of which we have spoken. This is matter {vh }) : mat- 
ter persists, matter itself cannot disappear. Matter must 
always have some qualities; we never experience a formless 
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cause; the cause of the^ motion {that through icliich it is made), 
the efBcienror moving cause; and the purpose or end_{that for 
the sake of tchich it is made), the final cause. The same causes 
are at work in nature, particularly in the organic world; only, 
in nature the artist and his product are not separate, but one; 
the artist is in his work, so to speak. But the form or plan 
and the end or purpose really coincide: the purpose of the 
oi^anism is the realiaation of its form. And the form or idea 
is, also, the cause of the motion, so that, after all, we have only 
, two essential causes, — ^form and matter,— which constitute one 
/Llndivisihle whole, distinguishable only by thought. 

“Forms are purposive forces which realize themselves in the 
\ world of matter. Every organism becomes what it is through 
the action of an idea or purpose. There is a directing principle 
at work in the seed that makes it impossible for the seed to 
become anything but the plant or animal from which it came. 
Since forms are unchangeable, species are immutable; the species 
are constant, individuals pass away. 

If all this is so, if form controls matter, which is potential 
form, how does it happen tliat nature so often fails of its mark; 
that it is so often incomplete, imperfect, and deformed ? Aris- 
totle lays the failures in nature to the imperfection of matter: 
matter, at this point, is no longer mere possibility, but offers 
resistance to the form, has power of its own ; to Us recalcitrancy 
are due the plurality and diversity of individuals expressing a 
type, the differences existing between male and female, as well 
as all the monstrosities and dcEormUies in the world. 

Motion or change is explained as the union of form and 
matter. The idea or form is what causes motion in matter; 
the idea is the mover, matter the thing moved. Motion is the 
realization of that which is possible as such. How is this brought 
about? By the mere presence of the idea; matter strives to 
realize the form, it is roused to action by the presence of the 
form, it has a desire for the form. And since form and matter 
are eternal, motion is eternal. Here the recalcitrant matter 
exhibits the opposite quality: a desire to move in the direction 
of the purpose; if this is not merely figurative language on 
Aristotle’s part, we have here a sun-ival of the old Greek 
hylozoism. 
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Such eternal motion on the part of matter logically presup- 
poses, according to our philosopher, an eternal unmoved mover, 
something that causes motion, without itself moving. For if it 
itself moved, it would have to be moved by something else that 
moves, and so on ad infinitum; which would leave motion unex- 
plained. Somewhere, motion must begin without being caused 
by something that moves. Hence, there is an eternal unmoved 
first mover, who is the final ground of all vital forces in nature. 
Since this first cause is unmoved, it must be form without mat-, 
ter, pure form, absolute spirit, for where there is matter, there ( 
is motion and change. n' 

The first cause is absolutely perfect, and is the highest purpose 
or highest good of the world. God acts on the world, not by 
moving it, but as a beautiful picture or an ideal acts on the 
soul. All beings in the world, plants, animals, men, desire the 
realization of their essence because of the jnghest good, or God; 
diis existence is the cause of their desire.^ Hence God is the_ unU 
fying principle of tlie world, the_ccnter towards winch' alf things 
strive, the principle which accounts" for all order, beauty, ^imd 
life in'_tTie universe. GodVactivity consists’in thought, in the ” 
contemplation of llib essence of things, in the vision of beau- 
tiful forms. He is all actuality; ever y possibility is realized in 
)nm.^ He hasmojmjres sion s, no sen saii^i, no _nppetites^no uill.. 
in_thc s^nse of desire, no feelings in the sense of pa&^ons; he 
is pure intelligence. Our intclIecl'iT discursive, our knowledge 
proccmeal, moving ilong step by step; God's thinking.Js .in- 
tuitive; be sees alMliing s ot _pncc and socs thcmjvhol^ He is 
free from j)ain_:md_passion, and_b suprem ely ha ppy. / He is 
everything that a p?tilosop7icr longs to be, ‘ — 

'"Aristotle’s physics, the science of bodies and motion, is char- 
acterized by its antagonism to the mechanical-atomistic view 
of Democritus. He rejects tlic attempt to explain . 
all changes in the corporeal world quantitative!}', ^ 
as changes in the local relation of atoms. Matter, ns we have 
already seen, he .tends to conceive ns passive and inert, and in 
this regard he agrees with Democritus, although he sometimes 
endows it uith the qualities which hylozoism had ascribed to 
it. Empty space is denied along with atoms; and space is 
defined as the limit between a surrounded and n surrounding 
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body. “Wbatever is not bounded by another body, is not in 
space ; thus tliere is no space beyond the fixed stars, because there 
is no body to limit them. 'Where there are no more bodies, space 
ceases to exist. Hence, there can be no infinite space, the world 
is finite; and it does not move as a whole, but only its parts 
suffer change. Since space cannot be conceived without motion 
and God does not move, God is not in space. 

By motion {nhijaii) Aristotle means all kinds of change; 
with his teleological theory in mind, he defines it as “ the 
realization of the possible," and enumerates four kinds of mo- 
tion: substantial (origin and decay); quantitative (change in 
the size of a body by addition and subtraction) ; qualitative 
(transformation of one thing into another) ; and local (change 
of place), which conditions all the other kinds of change. The 
elements, of which there are four (sometimes five), according 
to Aristotle, can he transformed into one another; and the mix- 
ture of substances gives rise to a new substance. Qualities arc 
not mere subjective effects of quantitative changes, as the Atom* 
ists hold, but real qualities of the things themselves. Changes 
in quality cannot, therefore, be explained mechanically, as mere 
changes in tlie local arrangement of atoms ; there is an absolute 
change in quality, which is produced by forces acting on matter. 

All these conceptions arc directly opposed to the theories of 
natural science as they had been worked out by the Atomlsts. 
Tile difference is fundamental: for Aristotle nature cannot be 
explained mechanically; it is dynamic and teleological; it is 
active and nothing in it happens without purpose. Convinced 
of the truth of his metapliysical presuppositions, Aristotle often 
settles questions in science by declaring certain occurrences to 
be impossible, because inconceivable; — that is, inconceivable on 
the basis of his metaphysics. From the standpoint of mecha- 
nism, Ins conception represents a decidedly backward stop in the 
progress of thought; but there arc many natural scientists to-day 
who would subscribe to his dynamic or " energetic ” interpre- 
tation of nature, and not a few who would accept his teleology. 

The universe is eternal, subject neither to origin nor decay* 
The earth is in the center; around it, in concentric layers, arc 
water, air, fire; then come the celestial splieres, which are com- 
posed of ether and some of wliicU carry the planets, the sun, 
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and the moon; then the fixed stars. In order to explain the 
motion of the planets, Aristotle introdneed a large number of 
counter-spheres or “ baclnvard-moving spheres. God encom- 
passes the outermost sphere of the fixed stars and causes it to 
move ; by the motion of this sphere the movements of the other 
spheres are influenced. This idea, however, is not consistently 
carried out by Aristotle, each sphere also being supplied with 
a spirit to move it. 

Aristotle may be called the founder of sj^stematic and com- 
parative zoology. As in his physics, so in his biology, he is 
opposed to the purely quantitative-mechanical- 
causal conception of nature; he subordinates it to 
the qualitative, dynamic, and teleological interpretation. There 
arc forces in nature which initiate and direct movements; the 
form is dynamic and purposive, as we have seen, and it is the 
soul of the organic body. The body is an orpanon or instrument; 
instruments arc intended for use, presuppose a user, a soul; 
the soul is that which moves the body and fixes its structure; it 
is the principle of life (vitalism). Man has hands because he 
has n mind. Body and sonl constitute on indiNisiblo unity, but 
soul is the controlling, guiding principle; that is, the whole is 
prior to the parts, the purpose prior to its realization; we can- 
not understand the parts without the whole. 

liVhcrevcr there is life, — and there are traces of life all through 
nature, even in inorganie nature, — there is soul. Different 
grades or degrees of soul exist, corresponding to different forms 
of life. No soul can be without a body, and no soul without 
a specific body: a human soul could not dwell in the body of 
a horse. The organic world forms an ascending scale of bodies, 
from the lowest to the highest; and a graduated series of souls, 
from tlic plant soul, which governs the functions of nutrition, 
growth, and reproduction, to the human soul, which possesses 
additional and higher powers. 

'Man is the microcosm and the final goal of nature, distin- 
guished from all other living beings by the possession of reason 
(vou?). The soul of man resembles the plant p . . . 
soul in that it controls the lower vital functions, ^ ^ 

and the animal soul in the possession of faculties of perception, 
the so-called common sense, imagination, memory, pleasure and 
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pain, desire and aversion. Sense-perception is a change pro- 
duced in the soul by things perceived, through the mediation 
of the sense-organs. The sense-organ is, potentially, Tvhat tlie 
perceived object is actually. The different senses inform tlie 
soul of the qualities of things; the common sense, whose organ 
is the heart, is the meeting-place, as it were, of all the senses; 
by means of it we combine percepts furnished by the other 
senses and obtain the total picture of an object. It also gives 
us a clear picture of qualities, — such as number, size, shape, 
motion, and rest, — ^whieh are perceived by every sense. The 
common sense also forms generic images, composite images, and 
has the power of retention or memory (associative thinking). 
The feelings of pleasure and pain are referred to perception; 
pleasure arises when functions are furthered, pain when they 
are impeded. These feelings arouse desire and aversion, whieli 
alone cause the body to move. Desire arises only on the pre- 
sentation of a desirable object, of one considered by the soul 
as a good. Desire accompanied by deliberation is called ra- 
tional will. 

The human soul possesses, besides the foregoing functions, 
the power of conceptual thought, the faculty of thinking the 
universal and necessary essences of things; as the soul per- 
ceives sensible objects in perception, so, as reason (vouf), it 
beholds concepts. Reason is, potentially, whatever it can con- 
ceive or think; conceptual thought is actualized reason. How 
does reason come to think concepts? There is active or creative 
reason and passive reason. Creative reason is pure actuality, 
in it concepts are realized, it sees them directly, — here thought 
and the object of thought arc one, — it is like Plato’s pure soul, 
which contemplates the world of ideas. In passive reason con- 
cepts are potential (it is likened to Aristotle's matter: passive 
reason is the matter on which creative reason, the form, acts) ; 
they ate made real or actual, or brought out, by creative reason. 
According to Aristotle's teaching, nothing can ever become actual 
for which an actual cause does not already exist. Thus, for 
example, a complete form or idea exists which the matter of a 
particular organism has to realize. Similarly, he assumes here, 
a complete form must exist in reason for reason to realize. In 
order to carry out this thought in the mental world, he distin- 
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guishcs between the formal and material phases of reason, be- 
tween active and passive reason, actual and potential reason; 
the concepts which are potential in passive reason are actual 
in creative reason. 

Perception, imagination, and memory are connected with the 
body and perish with it. Passive reason, too, contains elements 
of sensuous images and is perishable. Such images are the occa- 
sion for the arousal of concepts in passive reason, but these 
cannot be aroused without the action of creative reason. Creative 
reason existed before soul and body ; it is absolutely immaterial, 
imperishable, not bound to a body, and immortal. It is a sparh 
of the divine mind coming to the soul from without (BvpaSfv), 
as Aristotle says; it does not arise in the course of the soul’s 
development, as do the other psychic functions. Since it is not 
an individual reason, personal immoTtaVity is evidently out of 
the question. Some interpreters of Aristotle identify it with 
universal reason or the mind of God. 

Aristotle’s metaphysics and psychology form the ba.sis of his 
theory of etliics, wliiclj is the first comprehensive scientific theory 
presented in history. The question to be answered 1 1 

by it is the Socratic question of the highest good. * /, 

All human action lias some end in view. This end may be the 
means to a higher end, this to a still higher, and so on ; but finally 
we must reach a supreme end or purpose, an ultimate prin- 
ciple or good, for the sake of which cverj* other good is to be 
sought. "What is this highest good? The goodness of a thing 
consists in the realization of its specific nature; the end or pur- 
pose of every creature is to realize or make manifest its peculiar 
essence, that which distinguishes it from every other creature. 
This for man is not mere bodily existence or mere sensuous feel- 
ing, the exercise of vegetable and animal functions, but a life 
of reason. Hence, the highest good for man is the complete 
and habitual exercise of the functions which make him a human 
being. This is what Aristotle means by the term cudsemonia 
whicb has been translated by our word happiness, 
(0 which no objection need be raised if it is not taken as plca.s- 
urc. Pleasure, according to Aristotle, accompanies virtuous 
activitj* as a sccondaiy cfTect and is thus included in the highest 
good, but not identical with it. 
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The soul, however, is not all reason, it has an irrational as 
well as a rational part: feelings, <lcsires, appetites. 'With these 
reason shouUl couperato; in order In realize its purpose, the 
difTcrent parts of the .soul must act in the right way and the 
l)’ody miLst function properly, and there must bo adequate eco- 
nomic goods. (Neither a slave nor a child can attain the ethical 
goal ; and poverty, sichnc-ss, and misfortune stand in its way.) 
A virtuous soul is a well-ordered soul, one in which the right 
relation exist.s between reason, feeling, and desire. The perfect 
action of reason as sueli is inlellcctual (dianootical) ciriciencj’ 
or virtue (wisdom, insight) ; the perfect action of the emotional- 
impulsive function is called ethical virtue (temperance, courage, 
liberality, etc.). There will be os many moral virtues ns there, 
are spheres of action. We must assume a rational attitude to- 
ward liodily appetites, toward fear, danger, anger, the desire 
for economic goods, fame, and so on. , 

The question arises, In what does tin’s ntlitudc consist? In 
keeping the mean between two extremes (the doctrine of the 
golden moan •), we arc told. Courage, for example, is a mean 
between foolhardiness and cowardice; liberality, between ex- 
travagance and avarice; modesty, between bashfulness and 
sbamelcssnes?. This mean is not the same for every individual 
and under all circumstances, it is “ relative to ourselves,” ami 
it is “ determined by reason, or as a right-minded man would 
determine it.” It is not, however, a matter of subjective opinion 
or arbitrary choice; what moral conduct is, is decided by the 
right-minded man: the virtuous man is the standard and meas- 
ure of things; he judges everything correctly, and the truth is 
manifest to him in eveiy ease. Two other points are to be 
remembered; Jloral conduct implies a disposition or a 

habit of the will; it is an expression of character: one swallow 
docs not make a spring. Moreover, it is voluntary action, 
consciously purposive action, freely chosen action: ” virtue , 
ns welUas^the wil, lies in our power.*.’ Aristotle includes 
all these ideas in the following definition: ” Yirtuc is a dis- 
position, or habit, involving deliberate, piirposo or choice, 
consisting in a mean that is relative to ourselves, the mean 

* This principle i3 frequently abandoned by Aristotle in his discussions, 
being inapplicable in many cases. 
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being tictprn\inct\ by reason, or as a prudent man would detcr- 
mino it.’' 

Tlie highest good for man, then. Is self-realization. This 
teaching, however, is not to be mterpreted as a selfish indi- 
vidualism. A man realizes his true self when he loves and grati- 
fies the supreme part of his being, that is, the rational part, 
when he is moved by a motive of nobleness, when he promotes 
the interests of others aud serves his conntr>'. One has but 
to read Aristotle’s hooks on friendship and justice in his Ethics 
in order to apprecialo the exaltctl altruistic spirit of his teach- 
ing. “ The virtuous man wilt act often in the interest of his 
friends and oflurcountry^lmd^ If need be' will'cvcn die for 
them. He will surrender money, honor, and all the goods for 
uhich the world contends, reser\’ing only nobleness for him- 
self, ns he would rather enjoy an intense pleasure for a short 
time than a moderate pleasure long, and would rather live one 
year nobly than many years indifferently, and would rather per* 
fonn one noble and lohy action than many poor actions. TJiis 
is true of one who lays down his life for another; lie chooses 
great nobleness for lus own." The virtuous man is n lover of 
^cHin the sense that he assigns to himself a preponderant share 
of noble conduct. Man is a social being and disposed to live 
with others; he needs somebody to do good to. ** A virtuous 
friend is naturally desirable to a virtuous man, for that which 
is naturally good is good and pleasant in itself to the virtuous 
man;" that is, loving goodness for its ou*n sake, he is Iwund 
to love a virtuous friend ; in this sense, his friend is a second 
self (an alter ego) to the virtuous man. 

Justice is a virtue implying a relation to others, for it pro- 
Ttiotra tVie interests o! somebody else, whether he he a ruler or 
a simple fellow-citizen. Justice is taken in two senses, lawful- 
ness and faimc-ss. Laws pronounce upon nil subjects wiUi a 
view* to the interest of the community ns a whole, or of thosr* 
wiio are its best or leading cUizeus whether in virtue or in any 
similar soruso. That is, all the virtues are hero included in the 
notion of justice, only that in this case they are reganled from 
the standpoint of the general welfare. The term justice is nl«j 
m«l in the more usual sense of giving each man las due (dis- 
tributive justice). 
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Nor is the theory to be taken in the hedonistic sense, as a 
pleasnre-tbeory. Pleasure is the necessary and immediate con- 
sequent of virtuous activity, but not the end of life. Pleasure 
iT'the completion .of activity: it is something added, just as 
■'youthful "beauty is added to youthful power. It is a con- 
comitant of action, and “ the activity will be pleasantest .when 
it is most perfect, and it ^11 be most perfect when it is the 
activity of the part being in sound condition and acting upon the 
most excellent of the objects that fall within its domain. It is 
reasonable to aim at pleasure, as it perfects life in each of us, 
and life is an object of desire. Pleasure and life are yoked 
together and do not admit of separation, as pleasure i^mposil- 
sible without activity and every activity is perfected by pleas-, 
ure.. Besides, according to Aristotle, it is the things which are 
honorable and pleasant to the virtuous man which are really' 
honorable and pleasant. If people who have never tasted a pure 
and liberal pleasure have recourse to the pleasures of the body, 
it must not be inferred that these pleasures are prefer* 
able. 

The highest happiness is the activity of the best part of our 
nature, — speculative activity, an activity which takes the form 
of contemplation. This is the highest, the most continuous, the- 
most pleasant, in the highest degree self-sufficient, and loved for 
its o^vn sake. Such a life may seem too good for a man. He 
will enjoy such a life not in virtue of his humanity, but in virtue 
of some divine element in him. “ If then the reason is divine 
in comparison with the .rest of man’s nature, the life which 
accords with reason will be divine in comparison with human 
life in general. Nor is it right to follow the advice of people 
who' say that the thoughts of men should not be too high for 
humanity or the thoughts of humanity too high for mortality; 
for a man, as far as in him lies, should seek immortality and 
do all that is in his power to live in accordance with the highest 
part of his nature." • 

It is not enough to know the nature of virtue; we should 
endeavor to possess and exercise it. Theories are strong enough ’ 
to stimulate youths already liberally minded, but they cannot 
inspire the mass of men to chivalrous action. It is difficult for - 
* Translati(ttis Ly Welldon. 
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intellectual legacy which had been bequeathed to them. The 
C^Tenaics and the Cynics wore preaching their opposing etliical 
doctrines of hedonism and asceticism as before; and, influenced 
by the Cjuiie Diogenes of Sinope, the Megarian Stilpo turned 
his attention to ethical problems. 

The social conditions which had agisted in the birth o£ the 
Socratic movement did not disappear with the death of its 
pioneer. The general moral tone of the ‘times did not improve, 
the pursuit of enjoj'mcnt and gain was not checked, faith in 
the popular religion not strengthened. The long and frequent 
wars between the Grecian city-states brolce the power of one 
after the other, and left Hellas an eas>' prey to the Macedonian 
conqueror. The Peloponnesian war (431-404 n.c.) ended in the 
complete overthrow of tJie political hegemony of Athens; the 
Corinthian war (395-3S7) broke Corinth; the Theban war (379- 
■362) brought Sparta to defeat. After a long and stubborn 
struggle, Philip of jMacedon defeated the allied Athenians and 
Thebans at the battle of Chceronea (338) and became the master 
of Greece. Alexander the Great conquered the Persians, and 
his generals divided a large part of the world between them 
after his death (323). From the hands of Macedonia the Greek 
was delivered into the hands of a new world-power: in 146 n.c. 
Greece becomes a Roman province. 

Under the conditions we have been describing, it was only 
natural tliat the ethical question should again become paramount 
in many thoughtful minds. In times like these, in the midst 
of the breakdown of the old institutions and the general de- 
moralization of public and private life, the problem of the mean- 
ing 'of life would not down. "When the State lost its independ- 
ence and civic duty degenerated into mere compliance, the ques- 
tion forced itself upon the intelligent ‘individual how he might 
save himself. How shall the weary soul find rest? This is the 
old and ever new problem which conscious human beings put 
to themselves when life becomes too complex and difficult for 
them, and they are confronted with the danger of being lost in 
the struggle. It is the problem of value, the problem of the higli- 
est good : "What is the thing of most worth in the world ; bow shall 
a man shape his life, what is there left for him to strive for? 
Different answers were given to the question by different groups 
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of thinkers, then as now, Aceording to one school (the Epicn* 
reans), the highest good or ideal is pleasure or happiness 
(hedonism) ; this is the only goal worth while. Everything else 
has value only in so far as it brings pleasure, only in so far 
as it is a means to happiness. In the storm and stress of exist- 
ence, it is the part of wisdom to keep the mind unruffled and 
to move through the world with the greatest possible advantage 
to oneself. According to another school (the Stoics), the thing 
of most worth is not happiness, hut character, virtue, selft 
discipline, duty, the subordination of particular interests to uni- 
versal ends. 

The teachings of both schools were presented in more popular 
form and appealed to wider circles than the great systems of 
Plato and Aristotle, And yet both of them saw the need ol 
offering a rational basis for their ethical conceptions, of justify- 
ing them to reason, of proving them. They believed that the 
moral question could not find a satisfactory answer without a 
knowledge of the very nature of things; unless we know the 
meaning of the world, we cannot tell how man ought to act 
in the world. His conduct will depend on the kind of universe 
he is living in; his theory of life will be determined by his 
theory of the world, his ethics by his nuiiaphysics, "With all their 
insistence on the practical, these schools never lost the Greek 
love of speculation. 

• In order to realize the highest good, then, it is necessary to 
have knowledge of the meaning of the universe, to know the 
truth. The question, however, arises, "What is truth! "Wliat is 
the criterion of truth; and what is its origin? How can we 
know that we have the truth! Logic answers these questions 
for us; it furnishes us with a standard or criterion of Icnowledge, 
and enables us to distinguish truth from error. The Epicureans 
and Stoics, therefore, both grounded their philosophy of life on 
logic and metaphysics. 

The Epicureans based their conception of the good on the 
mechanical materialism of Democritus, according to which the 
universe is the result of the interaction of countless material 
atoms, without purpose or intelligence to guide them. Man is 
one of the many combinations of jostling particles of matter, 
formed, in the ever-changing flow of existence, after many trials 
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and failures; he -will last his Uttle day, only to be scattered 
again into the great atomic whirl whence he came. Hence, while 
he lives, let him live untroubled by superstitious fears of the 
here and the hereafter; let him enjoy the few short moments 
of life as best he may, conducting himself so as to get as much 
happiness out of the game as it will yield. The Stoic philoso- 
phers, on the other hand, regarded the universe as held together 
and ruled by an intelligent principle or purpose, as a beautiful, 
good, and well-ordered cosmos. They saw unity and harmony 
in it ; for them it is a living God. Since man is a part of this 
great rational' whole, it is his duty to play his part as a part, 
to subordinate himself to the universal harmony, to subject his 
will to law and reason, to help realize the will of God. And all 
this he should do, not for the sake of his own narrow personal 
advantage, not for the sake of pleasure, but for the sake of the 
perfection of the whole. There was no happiness possible for 
the Stoic except that which he could obtain through obedience 
to the reason or law of the universe. 

12. Epicureanism 

The thinker with whose name hedonistic ethics became most 
intimately linked in antiquity was Epicurus. His metaphysical 
theoij' is almost entirely reproduced from the system of Democ- 
ritus, which we have already studied. The essential features of 
his ethical doctrine had also been anticipated by Democritus, 
as well as by the Cyrenaic school. 

Epicarus was bom on the island of Samos, 341 B.C., of Athenian 
parents. Through ha teacher Nansipbanes he became acquainted with 
the writings of Democritus and with the skeptical doc- 
trines of PjTrho. After teaching in varioos Greek cities, Epicarus 
he founded a school at Athens (306), where he lived 
qnietly until his death (270), surrounded by an admiring group of 
pupils and friends, among whom were many women. No phdosopher, 
perhaps, has been more unjustly reviled and misunderstood than tins 
amiable and cheerful man whose very name has become a term of 
reproach. 

Epicurus was a fertile writer, who published many works (one On 
Nature, consisting of thirty-seven books), only fragments of which 
remain. He snmmarized bis sj-stem in forty-four propositions (a kind 
- of catechism), the ntpuudS^iu, the pst of which is given in Book X of 
the Opinions of Diogenes Itaertius. His successors made very little 
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change in the system, their work consisting largely in reproducing hh 
thought. His philosophy began to win many converts from the first 
century B.c. on. The most famous of his followers was the Roman 
poet Lucretius (94-54), who gave an exposition of the materialistic 
philosophy in bis poem, On the Nature of Things {De rerum nafaru), 
and made it popular with many poets and literary men of the Augustan 
age.* 

Of the writings we possess three letters (two of which are held 
to be authentic), the idptat 66^01 (wbieh at least reproduce Epicurus’s 
thought), and fragments. The Herculancan fragments are largely 
from his work On Nature. Collection of fragments in Usenet’s Epicurea, 
1887, as well as in the general collections already mentioned. 

IV. Wallace, Epicureanism; R. D. Hicks, Stoic and Epicurean; 
A. E. Taylor, Epicurus; Pater, Marius the Epicurean, 2 vols., 1910; 
Joyau, Epicure; works on Epicurus’s ethics by Guyau and P. voa 
Qizicki. Good bibliography in Hicks. 


The object of philosophy, according to Epicurus, is to enable 
man to lead a happy life. Sciences that have no practical value, 
. _ that do not help us to realize this purpose, like 

e ro em geometry, arithmetic, and astronomy, arc 

useless. A certain knowledge of logic is necessary, enough to 
furnish us witli a criterion of knowledge. Wc need to know 
physics, or a theory of the universe (metaphysics), in order to 
understand the natural causes of things. Such Icnowlcdge is 
useful, since it frees us from the fear of gods, natural phe- 
nomena, and death. The knowledge of human nature will teach 
us what to desire and what to avoid. The main thing, however, 
is that we understand that all things are produced by natural 
and not by supernatural causes. Wc may, therefore, divide phi- 
losophy into logic (Canonic), metaphysics, and ethics. 

The problem here is to show how our propositions should be 
constituted in order to be true. 'What is the test (the Canonic, 
^ as Epicurus called it in his work entitled Canon) 

^ or criterion of their truth ? They must all be baseil 

on sense-perception ; what we hear and see and smell and taste 
is real, “ just as real, just as evident as pain.” Unless we trust 
our sensations, wc can have no Imowlcdge at all. Illusions arc 
not illusions of the senses, but of judgment: sensations or the 
copies of objects arc falsely interpreted or referred to the wrong 
objects, owing to many causes, such as differences in sense- 
organs, changes in the copies on their way to the organ. Mis* 
•TransL ly Slunro. Sec Bantayaaa, Three Philosophical Poets. 
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takes, however, can be corrected by repeating the observation 
and appealing to the experiences of others. 

General ideas or images have the same certainty as the sen- 
sations on which they depend. There are, however, no abstract 
qualities corresponding to such ideas, no independent essences 
(as Plato and Aristotle taught) ; the only reals corresponding 
to an idea are the particular concrete objects of tbe class, for 
which the general idea is a mark. 

In addition to sensations and ideas, we also form opinions 
and hypotheses. In order to be true, these must be confirmed 
or verified by sense-perceptions, or at least not contradicted by 
them. Thus, our theorj* of atoms is an hypothesis; no one has 
ever seen an atom, and it is doubtful whether any one will 
ever see one. But we form an idea of the atom in analogy with 
our common experiences, and assign to it only sucli qualities 
as our sense-perception reveals in connection with larger 
bodies. 

In the theoretical field, then, sensation is the criterion of 
truth; we know what we perceive; and we imagine, and have 
a right to imagine, that the things we do not perceive are like 
the things which we do perceive. Epicurus rests his entire 
proof of the trustworthiness of sensations on the Dcmocritean 
theory of sense-perception. What is directly perceived is not 
the objects themselves, but copies of them, which arc detached 
from objects and influence tbe sense-organ. Hence, his theory 
of truth stands and falls with the assumed theory of sensation. 
In the practical field, pleasure-pain is tlic criterion. Only what 
causes pleasure is good; only what causes pain is bad. Here, 
too, illusion is due to false judgments concerning these feeling, 
and can be avoided. 

Now, our senses show us nothing but material bodies, hence 
bodies alone are real. But if bodies alone existed, there would 
be nothing in which they could be contained ‘or 
across which they could move; hence there must ® y® 
be empty space, intangible nature,” or non-being. Since 
nothing can be absolutely created or destroyed, the origin, 
growth, change, and disappearance of bodies can only be ex- 
plained as the combination and separation of elements. These 
elements are exceedingly small particles of matter, impercep- 
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I world? Besides, whence could they have derived the idea 
)f such a world? Finally, how could such perfect beings make 
10 imperfect a world? The gods have the shapes of men, only 
hey are more beautiful ; their bodies are fine bodies of light ; 
hey live in the f?itcrmt<«dfo. They differ in sex, require food, 
md even speak the Greek language. They do not care for men 
)r interfere with the course of the world, hut live peaceful, 
dessed lives, free from care and trouble. 

The soul is material like all other things; otherwise it could 
io nothing and suffer nothing. It is composed of extremely 
me, minute, round, and, therefore, nimble, atoms; „ , , 

3 f fire, air, breath, and a still more refined and 
mobile matter, which is the very soul of soul. It is diffused 
jve'r the whole body; whatever sensation the latter has, it owes 
mtirely to the presence of the soul. There is a directing or 
rational part, which is seated in the breast (emotions, fear, joy), 
md whose will and inclination the rest of the soul obeys. The 
soul is mortal; when the body is dissolved, the soul is dissolved 
into its elements and loses its powers. 'When we are convinced 
that consciousness ceases with death, death loses its terrors for 
as; there is nothing to fear of a life to come, for death ends all. 
Lucretius saya : " A fool will not make more out of the hereafter 
than he has made of this life.” 

Sense-perception is explained, with Democritus, by idols or 
images or thin film-like forms, which emanate from the objects 
iround us and influence the sense-organs. Illusions, hallucina- 
tions, dreams, and similar states arc produced by images of 
objects which no longer exist, or by images which adhere to 
one another, or in other perfectly natural ways. Will is ex- 
plained thus: an image (of walking) presents itself to the mind 
(the rational part) ; when the mind wills (to walk), it strikes 
the force of the soul which is spread over the whole body ; the 
joul strikes the body, and the body moves. 

Man’s nature is bent upon pleasure; yes, all animals from 
the moment of their birth seek pleasure and avoid pain by a 
aatural instinct. Pleasure, therefore, is the goal 
at -which we all aim, and, indeed, ought to aim: 
happiness is the highest good. Every’ pleasure, as such, is good, 
every pain had. But we should exercise prudence in the choice 
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f spirit ; it is not an end in itself, but, like the art of healing, 

means; we praise it and exercise it for its utility. But hap- 
)iness cannot be realized by a life of sensual enjoyment and 
(cbaucherj'; it is bound up 'with the same virtues that Plato 
md Aristotle and the Stoics recommended: wisdom, courage, 
Lcmperance, and justice. 

Social life is based on the principle of self-interest ; individuals 
join together in groups fop self-proteetion (contract theorj’). 
There is no such thing as absolute justice; so-called p 
natural rights are rules of conduct which men agree 
to follow on account of tlieir utility. All laws and institutions 
are just only in so far as they make for the security of the 
individual, that is, when they are useful. Certain rules have 
been found Ity experience to be necessary wherever men live 
together in society, which accounts for certain universal laws; 
but laws also differ in different countries according to conditions. 

We are just because it is to our adi'antage to be just; there 
Is nothing evil in injustice as such, but to fall into the hands 
of the judge and to live in constant fear of punishment, that 
is'an e^’il. Since participation in public life does not contribute 
to happiness, the wise man will avoid it as much as possible. 
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of spirit; it is not an end in itself, but, like the art of healing, 
a means; we praise it and exercise it for its utility. But hap- 
piness cannot be realized by a life of sensual enjoyment and 
debauchery; it is bound up with the same virtues that Plato 
and Aristotle and the Stoics recommended: \Yisdom, courage, 
temperance, and justice. 

Social life is based on the principle of self-interest ; individuals 
join together in groups for self-protection (contract theory). 
There is no such thing as absolute justice : so-called p 
natural rights are rules of conduct which men agree 
to follow on account of their utility- All laws and institutions 
are just only in so far as they make for the security of the 
individual, tljat is, when they are nsefnl. Certain rnles liave 
been found by experience to be necessary wherever men live 
together in society, which accounts for certain universal laws; 
but laws also differ in different countries according to conditions. 

We are just because it is to our advantage to be just; there 
is nothing evil in injustice os such, but to fall into the bands 
of the judge and to live in constant fear of punishment, that 
is'an evil, Since participation in public life does not contribute 
to happiness, the wise man will avoid it os much as possible. 

Though the pleasure-theory of Epicurus is not a doctrine of 
sensuality, it is easy to understand how many of its followers 
came to interpret it as such in order to suit their oivn desires 
for a life of luxury and sensuous enjo^Tuent. If pleasure is 
the highest good. for each individual, then what gives him 
pleasure is good. If he prefere the pleasures of sense to the 
higher pleasures, if he can rid his mind of superstitious fears 
without leading an intellectual life, without philosophy, and 
attain the repose of spirit, who can gainsay him? “ The quan- 
tity of pleasure being eqnal, push-pin is as good as poetry,” 
to use Bcntham ’s phrase. Epicurus preferred poetry and science 
J^ud virtues, and so did Atticus and Horace and Lucretius; but 
“ for every Atticus and every Horace there were a hundred 
Catilines and a hundred Verres." * The truth is, the Epicurean 
philosophy is essentially a doctrine of enlightened self-interest. 
The individual is asked to make his own happiness the goal 
•Denis, Uistoire da thiorics el des idics morales. 
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of our pleasures. If one pleasure lasted ns long as another and 
were just as intense, one would be just os good as another. • 
If the things which give the debauched men pleasure could give 
them peace, we should not blame them. But this is not the 
case. Not everj' pleasure is worthy of being chosen, not every 
pain ought to be avoided. Some pleasures arc followed by pains 
or by loss of pleasures; many pains arc followed by pleasures, 
and are, therefore, better than some pleasures, iloreover, 
pleasures differ in intensity. Mental pleasures arc greater than 
the pleasures of the body, mental pains worse than physical 
pains. For the flesh is sensible only to present adliction, while 
the soul feels the past, present, and future. Not only is mental 
enjoyment greater than physical, but physical enjoyment is 
not possible without mental. lienee Epicurus declares that it 
is the part of ■wisdom to choose the joys of intellectual life. 
The reason for this is plain. We arc afraid of the catastrophes 
of nature, of the wrath of the gods, of death and the hercaher; 
we worrj* over the past, present, and future. So long as wo do 
this, we cannot be happy. To rid ourselves of -our fears, we 
should seek to understand the natural causes of things, that Ur > 
study philosophy. “ It would not be possible for a person to/.- 
banish all fear about those things \vhlcb are called most essential, 
unless he knew what is the nature of the universe, or if he had 
any idea that the fables told about it could be true; and there- 
fore it is that a person cannot enjoy unmixed pleasure without 
physiological knowledge ” {knowledge of nature]. 

We can obtain pleasures by satisfying a desire or by having 
no desire. Pleasure aceoropanying the satisfaction of a desire, 
like hunger, is not pure, but a mbtture of pleasure and pain; 
pure pleasure ensues when a desire has been satisfied and dis- 
appears, when we no longer desire. Freedom from pain is the 
highest measure of pleasure; it cannot be intensified. Hence, 
desire that aims beyond this state is immoderate. 

To be free from trouble and fear, we should know the causes 
of things, and what pleasures to follow and what to avoid; in 
other words, be prudent. And if we are prudent, we will be 
virtuous, we will obey the rules of morality, for no one can be 
happy without Jiving prudently, honorably, and justly'. Virtue, 
then, or morality, is a means to an end: happiness or repose 
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of spirit} it is not an end in itself, but, like the art of healing, 
a means; wc praise it and exercise it for its utility. But hap- 
piness cannot be realized by a life of sensual enjoyment and 
debauchery; it is bound up with the same virtues that Plato 
and Aristotle and the Stoics recommended; wisdom, courage, 
temperance, and justice. 

Social life is based on the principle of self-interest ; individuals 
join together in groups for self-protection (contract theory). 
There is no such thing as absolute justice; so-called 
natural rights are rules of conduct which men agree 
to follow on account of their utility. All law’s and institutions 
are just only in so far as they make for the security of the 
individual, tliat is, when they are useful. Certain rules have 
been found by exporienee to be necessary wherever men live 
together in society, which accounts for certain universal laws; 
but laws also differ in different countries according to conditions. 

We are just because it is to our advantage to be just; there 
is nothing evil in injustice as such, but to fall into the hands 
of the judge and to live in constant fear of punishment, that 
ia’an evil. Since participation in public life docs not contribute 
to happiness, the wise man will avoid it as much as possible. 

Though the pleasure-theory of Epicurus is not a doctrine of 
sensuality, it is easy to understand J?ow many of its followers 
came to interpret it as such in order to suit their owm desires 
for a life of luxury and sensuous enjojunent. If pleasure is 
the highest good. for each individual, then w’hat gives him 
pleasure is good. If he prefers the pleasures of sense to the 
higher pleasnres, if he can rid his mind of superstitious fears 
without leading an intellectual life, without philosophy, and 
attain the repose of spirit, who can gainsay him? “ The quan- 
titj’ of pleasure being equal, push-pin is as good as poetry,” 
to use Bentham’s phrase. Epicurus preferred poetry and science 
and virtues, and so did Atticus and Ilorace and Lucretius ; but 
“ for every Atticus and every Horace there were a hundred 
Catilines and a hundred Verres.^' * The truth is, the Epicurean 
philosophy is essentially a doctrine of enlightened self-interest. 
The individual is asked to make his own happiness the goal 
•Denis, Oisfotre dea t/icorta et des »cf<fey morales. 
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of all l\U strivings, and sucli a theory of life is apt to lead to 
selfish disregard of others. 

See Lecky, History of European Morals, vol. I; Friedlander, DU 
Sittenyeschichte Earns, 2 vols. 

13. Stoicisu 

Opposed to the materialistic, hedonistic, and egoistic concep- 
tion of the world and of life is the philosophy taught by Socrates, 
Plato, and Aristotle. After the death of the great 
Schoo^°*^ leaders, the essential elements of their theory of 
life were presented in popular form by the Stoics, 
a school founded by Zeno, around 300 b.c., at Athens, which 
had many followers in Greece and Rome, and continued its 
existence far into Christian times. Zeno shows the influence of 
the Cynics and Jlcgarians, as well as of Plato and Aristotle. 
Cynic ethics he frees from its narrowness and places on a logical 
and metaphysical foundation. He makes use of Platonic and 
Aristotelian notions in modified form, but refuses to conceive 
form and matter as different in kind, and returns to the hylozo- 
ism of Heraclitus. 

Zeno was bom 330 n.c. in Citium, Cyprus, n Greek city with a large 
foreign, perhaps Semilic, population. He came to Athens, 314, and 
studied under Crates the C;^ic, Stilpo the Jle^rian, and Polemon 
of the Academy, ali of whom had influence on his teachings. In 294 
he opened a school in the Stoa Poikile (the painted corridor or porch), 
from which the doctrines represented by him received their name. 
Zeno was esteemed for the nobility of his character, the simplicity 
of his life, his affability, and moral earnestness. He died 264 B.c. 

Zeno was followed in the leadership of the Stoic school by his pupil 
Cleantbes (264-232 b.c.), who does not seem to have possessed the 
qualities needed to meet the attacks of the Epicureans and Skeptics. 
His successor in office (232-204) was Chrysippus of Soli, Cilicia, a 
man of great ability, who clearly defined the teachings of the school, 
gave unity to the system, and defended it against the Sbepties. Among 
the pupils of Chrysippus w^ Zeno of Tarsus, Diogenes of Babylon, 
Antipater of Tarsns. Stoicism, as developed by Chrysippus, found 
favor in Rome daring the Republic, Panaetius (180-110) being one 
of its first Roman adherents of note. During the Empire, it divided 
into two sections, the one popular, represented by Musonius Rufus 
(first century A.D.), Seneca (3-65 aj).), Epictetus (first century), the 
Emperor Marcus Aurelius (121-180); the other scientific, whose sole — 
aim was to preserve intact and interpret the old doctrine. Corinthus 
and Herocles, whose work on Ethics was recently discovered, belong 
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to this branch. "We shall offer the Stoic philosophy as it was worted 
out in the course of the development of the Greek school, limiting 
ourselves to the most important phases of it. 

Of the old Stoa (304-205 b.c.) and Middle Stoa (down to the Roman 
Empire) we have no primary sources except the Hymn of Cleanthes 
and numerous quotations in later works. Wc have to depend for oar 
knowledge of the teachings on the secondary sources, especially Diogenes 
Laertius, Stobmus, Cicero, Plutarch, Simplicius, and Sextus Empiricus, 
from whom we may team the spirit of this philosophy, though we 
are unable to distinguish with certainty between the respective con- 
tributions of the leaders. Of the later Roman Stoa we have numerous 
Greek and Latin writings. In addition to the collections of fragments 
alre.idy mentioned, consult; J. von Amim’s collection, 3 vols.; Pearson, 
Fragments of Zeno and Cleanthes; Diels, Doxographi Graei. 

Translations of Epictetus, Discourses (with Encheiridion and frag- 
ments), by Long, Higpnson ; of Marcus Aurcling, Meditations, by Long. 
I^ky, History of European Morals, vol. I; IUcks, Stoic and L’picurcon; 
Arnold, Jtoman Stoicism; Bussell, 3/arcus Aurelius and the Later 
Stoics; Watson, M. A. Antoninus; Barth, Die Stoa, 2d ed. 

Hatch, Influence of Greek Ideas and Usages on the Christian Church; 
Hinuil, Untersuehungen xu Cicero’s Philosophic (Part II, pp. l-SGC on 
Stoics) ; Wcygold, Die PAi7osopAiV der Stoa; Scbmekel, Philosophie der 
tniltleren Stoa; Heinxe, Leltrc vom Logos, etc.; Ogerau, Systime phUo^ 
sophique des Sloicterts; Bonhoffer, Epiktet und die Stoa, Die Ethik des 
SloiTers Epiktet, and Epiktet und das neue reatoment; Dryoff, Ethik 
der fllten Stoa. Susemilil, Gesehichte der Litterotur in der Alerondrf- 
flfrcefi; Wendland, HellenistiscA-romwcAc Etilfur. Good bibliography 
in Hicks. 

The goal of the Stoic philosophy is to find n rational basis 
for ethics. We cannot understand the meaning of the good 
unless we have a criterion of truth and a theory - . 

of the universe, that is, unless we study logic and ® 
metaphysics. The Stoics compared philosophy to a field, of 
^hich logic is the fence, physics the soil, and ethics the fruit. 

We begin with logic, which is the science of thoughts and dis- 
courses, t.e., of concepts, judgments, and inferences, as well as of 
their expression in language. The Stoics inclnded grammar in 
logic, and are the founders of our traditional science of grammar. 
We shall limit ourselves to the so-called dialectical part, which 
deals with the theory of knowledge and discusses two main 
problems : What is the origin of knowledge, or bow do we reach 
truth! and, Wliat is the criterion of knowledge? 

Our knowledge is gained through perception. Tlicrc are no 
innate ideas, as Plato holds; the soul is at birth an empty tablet, 
a taluJa rasa, which receives the impressions of things, a.s a 
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wax tatlet receives the impression of the stamp. Chrj’sippus 
speaks of sensation as a modification of eonscionsness. Im- 
pressions persist and form memorj’-images, which, when eom- 
hined, constitute experienee. Prom sensation and images general 
ideas are formed, which, when based on common experiences 
and derived naturally, arc called common notions (noiilia 
communes). They are the same in all persons, and not subject 
to illusion or error. Scienti6c concepts, however, are produced 
consciously and methodically, being tlie result of voluntary re- 
flection. 

Sense-perception is the basis of all our Imowlcdgc. The mind 
has the faculty of forming general ideas, of comprehending in 
concepts a large number of particular cases according to their 
likeness, and of forming universal judgments on the basis of the 
same. This faculty is called reason (Adyof), and is a faculty 
both of thought and of speech. It is identical, in essence, with 
the universal reason which fashions the matter of the world 
according to its thoughts. It is owing to this that the human 
mind can reproduce the thoughts of God, and thus conceive the 
world. But in order to be true, concepts must agree with the / 
divine thoughts which express themselves in the qualities of 
the world. The Stoics opposed the Platonic doctrine of ideas, 
regarding universals as subjective alwtractions, and holding that 
only particular objects have real existence. 

Our Icnowlcdge, therefore, rests on perceptions and on the 
general ideas and concepts derived from them. A sense-image 
is true when it is an exact copy of the object. But percepts 
and concepts may he false; many of our ideas evidently do not 
give us truth; some of them are delusive. How can we dis- 
tinguish the true from the false? What shall be our criterion? 
How can we tell whetber there really is anything corresponding 
to our ideas? How do we know that they arc not merely the 
creations of our own fancy? All our knowledge is based on 
perception. In order to be true, a percept must be accompanied 
by the consciousness or immediate conviction that there is a 
real object corresponding to it, that it agrees with the object. 
This consciousness will appear when the subject has convinced 
himself that the sense-organ is in normal condition, that the 
percept is clear and distinct, and that repeated observations 
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that these two things are not separate entities, although they 
may be distinguished in thouglit, but united in one reality. They 
. differ from him, however, in their notion of the na- 
^ ^ ture of the principles. For them nothing is real 
that does not act or is not acted on; and since only bodies 
are active and passive, form or force and matter are both 
corporeal. These, however, differ in the degree of their cor* 
poreality, if we may so express it ; force consists of a finer kind 
of stuff, while matter, as such, is coarse, formless, and immov- 
able. The two are inseparable, as we have said; there is no 
force without matter and no matter without force: matter is 
everywhere permeated with force. Everything in the world 
is corporeal, the human soul and God included. Even qualities 
are corporeal, consisting of a pneumatic substance ijtvtv^a), 
which is a mixture of fire and air, and making each particular 
object what it is. Fire and air are active elements, the principles 
of life and mind ; water and earth are passive elements, as such 
inert and lifeless, clay in the hands of the potter. The pneumatic 
substance pervades every particle of matter; it does not merely 
fill the spaces between the molecules, but is present in every 
smallest piece of reality and continuous throughout the universe. 
Each particular thing has qualities which distinguish it from 
every other thing; they owe their existence to the material 
forms penetrating the body. 

Only forces have causality, and causes can act only on bodies. 
But the effect is always incorporeal; a cause produces a siaie 
in another body, a movement or a change, which is neither a 
body nor a quality of a body, but a mere state of the body. 
Causal action and force are here identified; causal action can 
be exercised only on a body; the effect, however, which results 
is not a cause or force, but a mere accidental state of the body. 
If the effect were a body, the force would have produced another 
body, which is impossible. Belations, too, are incorporeal. The 
active principle, however, let it be remembered, is alive, intelli- 
gent; in this respect the Stoics approximate to the Aristotelian 
conception. From their sensationalistic standpoint, they simply 
refuse to conceive it as pure form or spirit. Their metaphysics 
is the Platonie-Aristotelian pWlosophy translated hack into 
hylozoism. 
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forms of iiro, the active principle; that Is, fire that has lost 
its force: matter is a ■waste-product.) Tlie divine element 
itself cliiTercntiatcs into forms of varying degrees of purity, 
acting in inorganic nature as blind causality, in.’ the Vegetable 
kingdom os a blind but purposive natiwol force, in animals 
as a purposive impulse guided by ideas, in man as rational 
conscious purpose. Natural objects arc explained as com- 
binations of the four elements; their differences, partly as 
difTcrenecs in mixture, partly as ditTerences in the formative 
action of the divine fire. The universe is a perfect sphere floating 
in empty space, held together and animated by its soul. It 
arose in time and will return to fire, to pure life and rationality, 
whence it came (the great conflagration), only to pass through 
the same cycle, again and again, world without end. But every 
recurring world will resemble its prcdecc.ssors in every detail 
(palhgeucsis), for each is produced by the same law. Ever}'- 
thing is absolutely determined, even the human will; the universe 
‘forms an unbroken causal chain; nothing happens by chance; 
cvciything follows necessarily from the one first cause or mover. 
Man is free in the sense that he can assent to what fate decrees, 
but, whether he assents or not, he must obey. Yet, in so far 
as the law and reason of the world, and the necessity following 
from it, has its source in the will of God, evei^dhlng is under 
the will of God or divine Providence. That is, whatever evolves 
from the original principle is in accordance with the divine 
purpose; it is the realization of a potential purpose of God. In 
this sen.se, Fate and Providence arc not opposed: fate or law 
is the will of God. 

The question arisc.s, if everything is a manifestation of God, 
how shall we explain the existence of evil in the world? The 
Stoics sometimes denied the existence of evil : the world is good 
and perfect, the so-called evils in it arc only relative evils; like 
shadows in a picture or discords in music, they are necessary 
to the beauty and perfection of the whole; or they are means 
of realizing the good. Sometimes they regarded evil {e.g., dis- 
ease) as the inevitable consequence of nature, as necessary’ evil. 
Besides, since physical evil cannot affect human character, it 
is not really evil. As for moral evil, it is-impossible to have 
the tendency to virtue without its opposite; moreover, virtue 
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iws strong in comiiafing it. The truth is, the universe is a 
utiful, good, and perfect whole, in which every part has its 
a proper place and purpose. 

dan is composed of body and soul; the soul is a material 
rstance, a spark of the divine fire. It is nourished by the 
lod. The ruling part, which is situated in the 
irt, exercises all the p^’chic functions j percep- 
n, judgment, inference, feeling, and will; it becomes rational, 
the course of time, acquiring the power of conceptual thought, 
m is free in so far as he has logical thought; he is not merely 
vcrned by images and impulses, like the brute, but deliberates 
d chooses only such acts as gain the assent of reason. ^ 
free when he acts in accordance with reason, that is, m ohedi- 
ice to the eternal laws of nature. There is, therefore, no conflict 
itween what the wise man wills to do and what nature com- 
ands. The philosopher in possession of the complete system 
! truths is as free as God himself. 

There arc different Stoic doctrines of immortality; according 
1 some members of the school, all soub continue to esist nntil 
le end of the world, according to others only the wise and 
irtuous souls persist. But all souls reappear with the recreation 
E the universe (palingenesis). Man is the end or purpose of 
ature, that is, of God. _ 

On the theories set forth in the foregoing pages, e ^ 
ased their ethical philosophy. They conceived the universe. 


lot as a mechanical-causal series, but as an orgai^ Ethics 
zed rational system, as a beautiful well-ordere 
vhole, in which every part has its function to 
•espect to the whole, and in which all things wot ^ 

‘or the good of the whole. It was for them a harmonious u 
vith a.mling purpose, a liring, intelUgent God. Man is a pa 
)f the universal order, a spark of the divine e, 
inicrocosm, his oivn nature being identical with & ^ 

Hence it behooves him to act in harmony with t e . 

the universe, to seek to realize the purpose of .f 

the divine purpose, to reach the highest possi e 
perfection. In order to do this, he must put is oun 
order ; reason should rule in him as reason ro es -q-j j 

And he ought to subordinate his will to the wi o 
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submit to the law of the universe, take his place in the great 
order, and strive to do consciously, intelligently, and voluntarily 
what it is his office to do as a member of the cosmos. 

This is what the Stoic means by demanding that we live 
according to nature, for living according to nature is for a 
human being to act in conformity with reason, or the logos, 
or to live a good life. Virtue is, therefore, the highest good 
and the highest happiness, for only a virtuous life can be a 
happy life. And to live thus i.s to realize oneself ; for to realize 
one’s true self is to serve the purposes of universal reason and 
to work for universal ends. This implies a universal society of 
rational beings with the same rights; for reason is the same 
in all, and all are parts of the same world'Soul. 

The same conclusions may be reached by a consideration of 
the natural impulses of manj for, according to the Stoics, the 
universal logos expresses itself in the lower instincts no less 
than in human reason. Every being strives to preserve itself; 
hence pleasure is not the goal of impulse, but merely a con* 
comitant of its successful realization. Nor is the preservation 
of the individual the goal, for there is native to all living 
creatures on instinct to preserve the species, a desire of some* 
thing beyond themselves. "With the development of reason man 
comes to regard his rational nature as his true self, and finds 
satisfaction in the perfection of reason and the promotion of 
rational purposes everywhere. Wliat he loves in himself, he 
cannot but love in others. By this is not meant that theoretical 
speculation is an end in itself for Stoicism; reason is so highly 
valued because it reveals to us our duty. 

Virtue, therefore, is the only good and vice the only evil, all 
else is indifferent in comparison with the ideal; health, life, 
honor, wealth, rank, power, friendship, success are not in them- 
selves good; nor are death, disease, disgrace, poverty, humble 
birth in themselves evil. Neither is pleasure or happiness good 
as such, an absolute good ; it is a consequent of action and should 
never be made the end. Such things are not in our power ; but 
how we shall act with respect to them is in our power. Their 
value depends on what use we make of them, on their bearing 
upon our character ; in themselves they are nothing. Virtue 
alone can make man happy. 
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life. The promptings of the natural instinct are made fully con- 
scious and verified by rational thought; reason teaches that we 
Politics members of a cosmic society of rational beings 

'** toward whom we have duties (justice and be- 

nevolence) . This society is a hind of universal State, in which 
there is but one law, one right (natural law, natural right), 
because there is but one universal reason. In this universal 
State morality is the sole test, the sole standard of discrimination 
between citizens; here gods and sages are the privileged indi- 
viduals, whom, however, every one is free to join. All men are 
related, all are brothers, children of the same father ; they have 
the same origin and destiny; the same universal reason speaks 
in them all; they stand under one law and are citizens of one 
State; even our enemies are entitled to our help and pardon. 
Reason demands that we place the universal welfare, the common 
good, ahpve our own. particular interests, that we sacrifice our- 
selves for it if need be, for in realizing the universal good we 
are fulfilling our true mission and preserving our true selves. 
This is the Stoic cosmopolitanism. 

Unlike the Epicureans, who held themselves aloof from public 
affairs, the Stoics recommended participation in political affairs; 
it ia the duty of every man to take part in social and political 
life in tlie same spirit in which he behaves as a citizen of the 
world, to labor for the welfare of his own people and his own 
State. But they could never become narrow chauvinists; their 
nationalism was broadened by a bumanitarianism that embraced 
the entire world. The laws of the particular states must be 
rooted in the universal law and justice of the universal State; 
natural right is the basis of the positive law. Friendship and 
marriage were also highly prized by them, as, indeed, were all 
forms of social life in which the individual might learn to 
subordinate himself to a universal ideal. 

True religion and philosophy are one, according to the Stoics. 
They were defenders of the popular religion, regarding the uni- 
. versal recognition which it received among man- 

c kind as a proof of its truth. It appeared to them, 

likewise, as a necessary support of morality. They objected, 
however, to the superstitions and antliropological elements iu 
this religion and offered an allegorical interpretation of it,— 
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the first systematic attempt which hn4 been made in this 
direction. 

Piety is the knowledge and worship of the gods: it consists 
in forming an adequate conception of them and imitating thdr 
perfection. Submission to the universal will, or resignation, con- 
stitutes the true essence of religion. 

Common to nearly all the Greek tlieorics of morality is the 
ideal of order, harmony, symmetry: man should subject himself 
to the rnle of reason, con trolhimself, keep measure 
in all things. Jfatcrialists and idealists agree, also, 
on the importance of intelligence: right action 
depends on correct thinking. Nor is any difference made 
by the opposing schools {iclwccn the kind of conduct con- 
ducive to n good life; tlie fundamental virtues,— wisdom, self- 
control, courage, and justice,— are recommended by the refined 
hedonists and their opponents alike. And they are at one tliat 
by living a life of virtue, by being wise, moderate, brave, and 
just, man attains happiness, repose of spirit, peace of mind. 
The difference is: the hedonists declare we should follow virtue 
for the sake of happiness,, while the ethical idealists regard a 
well-ordered, beautiful soul as good in itself, as something worthy 
of attainment even if it did not bring happiness. All prize kind- 
ness to fellow-men, friond«hip, benevolence, brotherho'od j and 
both Stoio.s and Epicureans widened the circle of sympathy to 
include all mankind. But Epicurus tended to base it on self- 
interest (in thcorjO : we cannot be happy unless we are at peace 
with our surroundings. Tlic Stoics, on the other hand, made 
love of neighbor a good in itself: my fellow-man is not n mere 
moans to my happiness, but, so far as I am conccrncil, an end 
in himself. 

In the value which it placed on roan as such, the ethical 
philosophy of Stoicism even transcended that of Plato and 
Aristotle. Both of these moralists defend slaverj* and Iwth arc 
inOuenced by national prejudices; both look upon harliarians '' 
as inferior peoples and upon slavcty as o natural and just in- 
stitution. The ideal of uni%' 0 rsal brotherhood and equality was 
not theirs. They preached justice and equal rights for all full- 
fledged and equal citizens of the State, and held that the State 
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Tvas made for peace and not for conquest. But the citizens 
they liad in mind were nlu-nj-s free and intelligent Hellenes. It 
was not until the loss of Greek independence and the conquest 
of- the so-called barbarians by Alexander that the idea of uni- 
versal brotherhood and equal rights for all rational human be- 
ings began to dawn on some mind-s; and this ideal was preached - 
by the Stoics. Tlic solidarity of the human race became a 
central thought in their system. The notion of the dignitj' of 
man developed : the idea that all rational beings are children 
of the same father and citizens of the world, having the same 
rights and the same duties, subject to the same law, the same 
truth, and the same reason. The value of a man depends not 
on wealth, or rank, or class, hut on his moral worth, on the good 
will. “ Virtue despises no one, neither Greek nor barbarian, 
man nor woman, rich nor poor, freeman nor slave, wise nor 
ignorant, whole nor sick.” • Character is the supreme test, and 
this no one can give and no one can take away. 

14. Scepticism akp Eclecticism 

The philosophical movements wliich we have been discussing, 
though chiefly interested in the ethical problem, oifer compre* 
hensive systems of metaphysics and attempt to 
prove the competence of human reason to reach 
truth. In this respect they follow in the footsteps 
of the great thinkers after Socrates, who had defended knowledge 
against the attacks of skepticism and had restored the faith of 
thought in itself. But the time seemed ripe again for another 
period of negation. Contemporaneously with Stoicism and Epi- 
cureanism and, as a kind of shadow to their dogmatism, there 
appeared a new philosophy of doubt. It was preached by Pyrrho 
of Elis and called Pyrrhonism, a name which has become a 
synonym of skepticism. 

Pyrrho (305-270 p.c.), who stndied Democritus in his youth with a 
pupil of the great Atonmt, and became acquainted with the Elean- 
Megarian teachings, did not write anything, but his views were set 
down by Timon of Phlius (320-230), of whose satires (ZlWw) only 
fragments remain. After Timon the skeptical school was absorbed 
by the Platonic Academy, and did not emerge again as an independent 
* Denis, lUstotre des theories et des id^cs morahs. 
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movement tintil the Academy puiged itself of skepticism. Arcesilaas 
(315-241) vras the first of the leaders of the Academy to give ap the 
traditional doctrine and to devote himself to the criticism of Stoicism 
and Epicureanism, vphich he regarded as pseudo-philosophies. He 
trained his pupils in dialectics, or the art of proving and disproving 
every thesis. He regarded suspension of judgment with respect to 
metaphysical problems as the ideal. The greatest skeptic in the Academy 
was Cameades (213-129), who, like his predecessor, wrote nothing; 
he was followed by CHtomachus (-fUO), Philo of Larissa (-fSO), and 
Antiochus of Ascaloa (-f-68). 

The Academy (called Middle Academy during the skeptical period) 
purged itself of skepticism under the headship of Philo of Larissa 
and Antiochus; and skepticism again became an independent movement 
under the leadership of JEnesidemus, at the beginning of the Christian 
era, and was later represented by Sextus Empiricus (active from 180- 
210 A.D.). iEnesidemus wrote a work on Pyrrhonism, fragments of 
which are preserved by Sextus, aud Sextus Empiricus ^v^ote Against 
the Mathematicians and Pyrrhonic Ilypotyposes. 

Edition of fragments of Timon of Pfalius by Wachsmnth. 

Maccoll, Greek Sceptics; Patrick, Sextus Empiricus; Robertson, 
Short ^ History of Free Thought; Croedeekemeyer, Gesehichle des 
griechischen Skepticismus; R. Richter, Der Skepticismus in der Philoso- 
phie, 2 yoIs,{ Staudlin, Geschichte des Skepticismus; Krcibig, Eihhelter 
Skepticismus; Brochard, Les sceptiques grecs; Woddington, Pyrrho et 
Pi/rrAortisme. See also Hirzel and Scbmekel, cited on p. 105. 


The thought common to this school is that we cannot know 
the nature of things. Our senses tell us only bow things appear 
to us, not what they arc in themselves. If sensation 
is the source of all our knowledge, how can we 
Know whether objects agree with sensations or 
not, since we never get outside of our sensations ! Moreover, our 
thoughts and sensations conflict, and we have no criterion 
here for distinguishing the true from the false (Pyrrho). The 
Epicureans regard every sensation as a criterion of truth, the 
Stoics say it is only the sensation carrying conviction with it 
that commands our assent; but, in neither case, is the criterion 
a safe one. It deceives us constantly ; percepts that have nothing 
corresponding to them may be just as clear and distinct and 
self-evident as true ones ( Arcesilaus) . We cannot tell whether 
a sensation is a true copy of the real object, because we never 
have the object with which to compare it. Besides, we cannot 
assent to an idea, we can assent only to a judgment, and judg- 
ment is already thinking, and is in need of a criterion (Car- 
neades) . Cameades also declares that we cannot prove anything. 
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Philo of Lari^ declares that, though the Stoic criterion of 
truth is not adequate, it does not follow that knowledge is im- 
possible. He does not believe that either Arcesilaus or Car- 
neados ever intended to deny the possibility of knowledge. An- 
tioehns abandons skepticism and takes up eclecticism. 

The skeptical inew is worked out, in greater detail, by the 
later skeptics, ASnesidemus and Sextus. Among the reasons 
given by ./Encsidemua for the uncertainty of knowl- 
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To prove nnything, we must either assume the premise from 
which the truth follows, which is begging the question, or we 
must trj’ to prove the premise by basing it on otlier premises. 
But, in this way, avc never reach a stopping-place, and our con- 
clusion can never attain certainty. 

If we cannot know nnything, we ought to suspend judgment, 
that is, assume nothing at all. All we can say is that we have 
such and such states of conscionsness, that an object appears 
white or black, not that it is wliite or black. And this will he 
sulTicient for all practical purposes (Pyrrho). Certain knowl- 
edge is also out of the question in moral matters, and here too 
we ought to suspend judgment. W'c can save onrselves much 
unhappiness if we do this and cease striving for ideals. Peace 
of mind will bo the result of such an attitude of resignation 
{arapaSla). Carncadcs, however, Imlds that although we have 
no criterion for knowing the nature of things, we have sufBcient 
certainty, c.q,, the clearness and vividness of a percept, to guide 
U5 in our practical behavior. There arc various degrees of 
probability; it is not necessary, therefore, to suspend judgment. 
The wise man will assent to an idea according to its degree of ^ 
probability; he will, however, always remember that the highest 
degree of probability does not guarantee truth. This view of 
Camcades led to eclecticism, or the philosophy of common- 
sense. 

Cameades attacks the system of the Stoics, endeavoring to 
bring out the contradictions contained in it and to show the 
futility of all knowledge. He repudiates their teleological argu- 
ment for the existence of God on the ground that the world is 
not rational, beautiful, and good; even if it were, it would not 
prove that a God made it. Their conception of God or the 
‘world-soul is criticised on the ground that if he has sensation 
Or feeling, he is changeable, and that a changeable God cannot 
be eternal. If, on the other band, he is unchangeable, he is a 
rigid, lifeless being. Again, if God is corporeal, he is changeable 
and perishable; if be is incorporeal, he has not sensation or 
feeling. If he is good, he is detennined by the moral law, hence 
not supreme ; if he is not good, he is inferior to men. The idea 
of God is full of contradictions; our reason cannot grasp him, 
knowledge of him is, therefore, impossible. 
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Philo of Larissa declares that, though the Stoic criterion of 
troth is not adequate, it does not follow that knowledge is im- 
possible. He does not believe that either Arcesilaus or Car- 
neades ever intended to deny the possibility of knowledge. An- 
tioclius abandons skepticism and takes up eclecticism. 

The skeptical view is worked out, in greater detail, by the 
later skeptics, iEnesidemns and Sextus. Among the reasons 
given by .^nesidemus for the uncertainty of knowl- 
edge are these; The same objects seem different to 
different beings, to different persons, to the same 
person, to different senses, to the same sense at different times 
and under different conditions of the subject and the environ- 
ment. Every sensation is conditioned by subjective and objective 
factors, and is therefore never the same. Proofs are also offered 
against the possibility of proof, against the notion of cause and 
effect, and against the arguments for the existence of God. 

The skeptical movement was not without influence on the 
history of philosopliy. It tended to weaken the extreme dog- 
matism of some of the schools and induced others to modify 
their views. By pointing out the differences and contradictions 
in and among various systems, it caused thinkers to soften the 
differences and to emphasize the agreements, and to select from 
the different systems what appealed to their common-sense. In 
this way the philosophical movement called eclecticism took its 
rise. 

Eclecticism was also encouraged by the growing intellectual in- 
tercourse between Greek scholars and the Bomans. The Homans 
•had no genius for philosophy ; th^ lacked specula- 
tivc power and paid little attention to theories of 
the world and of life. It was not until Macedonia was conquered 
by Rome in 168 b.c. and Greece became a Roman province 
(146), that interest arose in philosophical reflection. Greek 
teachers came to Rome and young Romans attended the philo- 
sophical schools in Greece; and Greek philosophy began to be 
regarded as an indispensable part of higher culture. The Roman 
thinkers, however, never produced an independent system of 
thought; they were eclectics, taking from different sj-stems what 
most appealed to them. Even when they accepted a sj'stem as 
a whole, they modified it to suit their taste. They had no 
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patience with subtleties, sophistries, and paradoxes, and avoided 
the hair-splittings and fine distinctions in which the Greeks 
reveled; nor were they fond of controversies and disputations. 
They were not profound thinkers, but were governed by com- 
mon-sense: “ they sought and found in philosophy,” as Denis* 
says, “ nothing but a rule of conduct and a means of govern- 
ment.” 

Eclecticism made its way into nearly all Uie schools, into the Acad- 
emy, the Lyceum, and the Stoa; the Epicureans alone remaining true 
to their creed. We mention among its representatives : Antioehus, of 
the Newer Academy; Panajlius (180-110 d.o.), Posidonius (-f-91 B.C.), 
of the Middle Stoa; Cicero (10^3 B.c.), the school founded in Rome 
by Sextins (bom 70 b.c.), L. Annmus Comutus (first century Am.), 
L. Annmus Seneca (3-63 a.d.), C. Musonius Rufus (first century Am.). 


RELIGIOUS MOVEMENT 
15. Jbwish-Greek Philosophy 

We have passed in review the different philosophical move* 
ments which succeeded the great systems of Plato and Aristotle, 
and come now to a period in our history when 
and ReU^^n seeks refuge in religion. Epicureanism, 

^ interpreting the world as a machine, advises its 
followers to turn it to their use and to derive as much hap- 
piness from it as they can. The Stoics, conceiving it as 
an intelligent teleological system, find it wise to subordi- 
nate themselves to the universal will and to assist in realizing 
the purpose of the whole. Skepticism, refusing to give any 
answer whatever, advises the abandonment of all attempts to 
understand the universe and recommends, as a guide in practical 
matters, the following of nature, custom, and probability. Ec- 
lecticism, finally, turns its attention to what seems good in 
all the theories that have been offered, and endeavors to piece_ 
together a satisfactory world-view from the old materials at 
hand. 

These philosophies, however, did not satisfy all types of mind. 

' Some temperaments found it impossible to look upon the world 
• nidtoirc del tJt4oriea et des idie» morales. 
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as a meciaaical interplay of atoms and to cease from troubling 
about God. Nor were they able, by silencing their yearnings 
and resigning themselves to the universal will, to find peace 
and power “ within their own pare hearts.” And in spite 
of the Skeptics, they did not succeed in rooting out the desire 
for certain knowledge of God; they refused to surrender them- 
selves to the fate of blindness — thej' longed not only to know 
but to see God. Zeller characterizes the period we have reached 
in the following words: “ The feeling of estrangement from 
God, the yearning for a higher revelation, is characteristic of 
the last centuries of the old world. This j*earning expresses 
nothing le^ than the conseionsnesa of the decline of the classical 
peoples and their culture, and the premonition of the approach- 
ing new era; it brought to life not only Christianity, but, even 
before its advent, pagan and Jewish Alexandrianism and its 
kindred phenomena.”* 

This attitude gave rise to a philosophy strongly tinctured with 
religious mysticism ; and Greek thought, gathering together the 
achievements of its intellectual history, ended, as it began, in 
religion. The religious movement was encouraged by the con- 
tact of Greek speculation with the Eg>'ptian, Chaldcean, and, 
particularly, Jewish religions. The cosmopolitan city of Alex- 
andria, in Egj'pt, furnished the favorable physical medium for 
hriuging the two forces together. "We may distinguish three 
currents in this religious philosophy; (1) An attempt to combine 
an Oriental religion (Judaism) with Greek speculation; Jewish- 
Greek philosophy; (2) an attempt to constmet a world-religion 
upon Pj*thagorean doctrines; Neopj-tliagoreanism; (3) an at- 
tempt to make a religious philosophy 'of the Platonic teaching; 
Neoplatonism. Common to all these theologies, or theosophies, 
are: the conception of God as a transcendent being, the dualism 
of God and world, the idea of revealed and mystical knowledge 
of God, asceticism and world-denial, the belief in intermediary 
beings, demons, and angels. Some of these elements were char- 
acteristic of the Jewish religion, as it appeared at the time we 
have reached (monotheism, dualism, revelation and prophecy, 
angelolog5*)» and it, therefore, readily lent itself to an amalga- 
mation (syncretism) with certain Greek systems of thought 
•Zeller, The miosophy of the Creetv, Part III, vol. IL 
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the Stoics), aiming to reconcile it with Hellenic thought. 
is conceived as a transcendent being; invisible; no mortal soul 
ever beheld him, he is visible only to pure intelligence (vou?)- 
The world-soul (of the Stoics) is not God himself, but the divine 
Power that governs all things. . The influence of Aristotle and 
the Stoics is plainly noticeable here. Traces of Greek philosophy 
arc found in other Jewish writings, e.g., in the work called 
'Wisdom of Solomon, in the Booh of Maccabees, Sibylline Ora- 
cles, and Wisdom of Sirach. 

These tendencies culminate in the system of Philo, an Alex- 
andrian Jew of priestly family, who was bom 30 n.c. and died 
50 A.D. lie wrote historical, political, ethical, and 
exegetieal works, of which many arc extant. Ac- 
cording to Philo, Judaism is the sum-total of human wisdom. 
One and the same Reason speaks in Greek philosophers, Pythag- 
oras and Plato, and in the inspired tcaclungs of Closes and the 
Prophets; to prove this, Philo read Greek philosophy, especially 
Platonism and Stoicism, Into the Scriptnres by means of the 
allegorical method which was in common use at Alexandria. 
Adam stands for spirit or mind, Eve for sensuality, Jacob for 
asceticism, and so on. 

New edition of Philo’s works by Wcndland and Cohn; translation 
of works by Yonge, 4 vols. 

Dnimmond, Vhilo-Jud<pv3; Conybcarc, Philo; Schurcr, Ilisiory of 
the^ Jetcuh People; Pfleidorer, History of Philosophy of Peliyion; 
IleiiiEe, Lehre com Logos; R^sille, Le logos; Amim, QueReiutudim zit 
PAtlon,* Falter, PAi7o» und Ptolm. 

The fundamental conception in the B>*8tcm of Philo is the 
idea of God. God is an absolutely transcendent being, so far 
above us that we cannot comprehend him or define him, the 
inefTable one, who is higher than .knowledge, virtno, and the 
highest good.. We know that he Is, not ichat he is; wc arc imme- 
dkilcly certain of his existence, knowing him through our high- 
est reason or pure intelligence (J'ou*), His existence can, 
however, also he proved. He is the ground and source of every- 
thing; everything is contained in him.. He is absolute power, 
al^olutc perfection, absolute goodness, absolute blessedness, and 
2 pure mind, intelligence, or reason. God is too exalted to come 
in contact with impure matter. In order to explain his action 
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All the systems represent a union of Hellenistic jind Oriental 
culture: in Neoplatonism tlie Greek element prcclorainatcs, in 
the Jewisli-Grcek philosopliy Orientalism is strongest. 

See Lecky, IlistoTtj of European Morals, vol. I; Cumont, Oriental 
Religions in Iloman Paganism; Gibbon, Deeliue and Fall of Homan 
Empire. 

Alexandria, which was founded by Alexander the Great, 333 
B.C., became, under the rule (323-181) of tlic descendants of his 
general Ptolemy, the leading commercial and in- 
Beginnings of tellcctual city of the world, and tlic chief mecting- 
PliTlwopli^ ' Hellenic and Oriental civilization. Here 

a great scicntitic Slusoum with its celebrated 
library (700,000 volumes) was established, under Ptolemy II 
(285-247), which attracted poets, men of Bcicncc, and philoso- 
phers from every region of the classical world.* Here, under 
Ptolemy II, the aacred Jewish Scriptures were translated into 
Greek (the Septuagint) for the benefit of the large Jewish popu- 
lation who liad forgotten their mothcr-tonguc. The Greek influ- 
ence on Jewish thought was, however, not limited to Alexandria, 
but extended to Palestine itself, ns we know from the efforts 
made by ICing Antiochus IV to hellenizc the Jews and from 
the encouragement he received from the educated classes of 
Jerusalem. 

The first direct trace of tlic union of Jewish and Greek ideas 
is found in a treatise by a Peripatetic Jew named Aristobulus 
(about 150 B.C.), wlio wrote a commentary on the Pentateuch. 
He tried to show a harmony between the teachings. of the Old 
Testament and the Greek philosophers, and asserted that the 
Greeks (Orpheus, Homer, Hesiod, Pythagoras, and Plato) had 
drawn upon the Jewish Scriptures for their Imowledge. In sup- 
port of his position he appealed to a number of verses in the 
Greek poets, wliieh were afterward proved to be forgeries. He also 
attempted to get rid of the anthropomorphism in the Scriptures 
by means of allegorical interpretations (after the fashion of 

•Among them: the poets Callimachus, Theocritus, and Apollonius o( 
Rhodes; Euclid the mathematician; the astronomers Apollonius of Perga, 
Arjstillus, Timocharus, and Ptolemy, the author of the Almagest and the 
geocentric or Ptolemaic theory of the heavens; and the geographer 
Eiatoathenes, 
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on the world, Philo assumes intermediate powers or instruments, 
making use of the Jewish notion of angels and demons, and of 
the Greek conception of the world-soul and ideas. Sometimes 
he describes these powers as properties of God, as ideas or 
thoughts of God, as parts of the universal power or reason, 
sometimes as messengers or servants of God, as souls, angels, 
or demons; thinking at times in terms of Greek philosophy, at 
others in terms of the Jewish religion. All such powers he 
combines into one, the Logos, the Divine Reason or ‘Wisdom. 
(We conceive the Logos throngh the logos in onrselves, which is . 
a second faculty of knowledge, different from pure intelligence 
or vovi.) It is the container or place of all ideas (as the sonli 
of the builder contains the plan of the city), the power of all 
powers, the highest of tlie angels, the first-born Son of God, ’ 
the image of God, the second God, the God-man, the heavenly*, 
Ad^.j In fact, Philo’s liogos is the Stoic world-soul, the former* 
of ffie world, the pattern of the universe, or the Platonic wo'rld 
of ideas, made into a being intermediate between God and the 
world. Sometimes he speaks of this principle as a radiation of 
the divine light, a conception which faintly anticipates the . 
emanation-theory of Plotinus. Whether or not the Logos is to 
be conceived as a person, is left uncertain. 

The Logos is the wisdom and power and goodness of God 
substantialiied, or conceived as an entity distinct from him. In 
order that it may have something to act upon, another principle 
is brought in : qaality-less matter or a mass occupying space, of 
which God is the cause. Prom this chaotic mass, and using the 
Logos as his organ, God fashioned the world of visible tilings, 

) which are the images or copies of ideas. We know the sensible • 
images of the Logos, or the world of sense, through sense- 
perception, which, is a third faculty of knowledge in man. The 
world has had a beginning in time, but has no end (Jewish con- 
ception of creation). Time and space were created when the 
world was created. Since the Logos is perfect and good, the 
defects and evils of the world must owe their origin to matter. 

Man, like the universe, is soul and matter; he is the microcosm, 
the most important piece of creation. But pure thought (yovs) 
constitutes his chief essence. The bod>' and the irrational part— 
. of the soul belong to the world of matter; the ruling part con- 
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Bists of desire, courage, and reason (logos). The incorporeal 
mind or pure intelligence is added to the soul from above ; this 
makes man an image of God. The body .is the source of evil 
in man; t^e incorporation of souls is a fall: by its union with 
the body the soul becomes predisposed to evil (original sin). 
If the fallen souls fail to free tlicmselves from sense, they enter 
other mortal bodies. Although human intelligence is in con- 
stant connection with tJic divine mind, according to Philo, it is 
nevertheless free to declare for or against God, free to lose 
itself in sensuality or to rise above it; how this is possible, we 
are not told. Man should deliver himself from his body, the 
evil principle in him, eradicate his passions and all sensuality, 
by theoretical contemplation (asceticism). But we cannot do 
this unaided, wc are too weak for that, too sinful; we need help, 
divine help. God must illuminate us, penetrate our souls. “ The 
sun of consciousness must set.'* This is ecstasj’. In this state 
we immediately apprehend God, plunge ourselves into the pure 
source of being, see God (mysticism). 

1C. NE»PLATONISir 

Pythagoras lived in the sixth centurj’ b.c. The object of his 
teaching was chiefly ethical, political, and religious; it aimed 
at -an ethical-religious reform. After his death, 
the practical phases of his doctrine survived, par- 
ticularly in Italy, hut the school, as a philosophical 
organization, died in the fourth century. Plato absorbed the 
Pythagorean number-theory' and the religious-mystical elements, 
during his old age, and his immediate successors in the school em- 
phasized these latter-day teachings of the master. "With the rise of 
Aristotelianism and the later Greek ^"stems, the Academy aban- 
doned Py’thagoreanism as its ofGcial creed. The Pythagorean 
secret societies, however, with their mysteries, continued to lead a 
somewhat precarious existence until the religious yearning which 
took possession of the Koman world, in the first century' b.c., 
revived them and the spirit of the times encouraged them to 
devote themselves once more to philosophy. The leaders in this 
. movement, however, did not go hack to the Pytliagoreanism of 
the early days ; they took the doctrine as it appeared in Pla- 
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tonism, and combined it, in the eclectic fashion of the age, with 
other Greek theories. Pythagoras came to be regarded as the 
source of divinely revealed knowledge. ‘Whatever the Neopytha- 
goreans accepted as truth, and whatever appealed to them in 
the writings of Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics, they naively 
ascribed to the great teacher whose personality and work had 
been surrounded with the nimbus of mystery. 


Among the names to be mentioned here are those of P. Nigidius 
Figulus, SotioQ the pupil of Sextius, Apollonius of Tyana, Moderatus, 
of the first century a.d., and Nieomachus and Philostratus of the 
second century. Apollonins declared Pythagoras to be the world- 
savior, while Philostratus gives this title to Apollonius himself. The 
Neopythagorean movement also influenced many Platonists, e.g., Plu- 
tarch of Ch$ronea (50-125), Maximus of Tyre, Apuleius (horn around 
126-132), the physician Galen (second century), Celsus, Numenius, and 
others. 

Translation of Philostratus, life of Apollonius, 1903. Works on 
Apollonins by F. Campbell, Whittaker, Mead. 


The attempts to construct a religious philosophy on the basis ' 
of Greek thought culminate in Neoplatonism. Plato’s system ^ 
„ 1 1 ♦ becomes the framework for a religious world-view, 

" ^ or theosophy, which utilizes wliatever seems' valu- . 

able in the other theories, especially in Peripatetic and Stoic 
speculation, in an independent manner. God is conceived us 
the source and goal of everything; from him everything comes, ‘ 
to him all things return; he is the alpha and omega, the begin-* 
ning, middle, and end. Communion rvith God or absorption’ ’in 
God, therefore, is tlie real object of all our strivings, and rcli-' 
gion the heart-beat of the universe. ' ^ ^ 

A number of stages may be distinguished in the sehoof; '(1) • 
The Alexandrian-Roman school, to which belong; Ammonius 
Saceas (175-242 a.d.), the founder, who left no WTitings; 
Plotinus (204-269), who develops the system; and Porpliyiy 
(232-304), his pupil; (2) The Syrian school, represenfed by 
Jamblichns (-f 330) ; and (3) The Athenian school, of which 
Plutarch the younger (350433) and Proclus (411-485) are the 
chief figures. 


A. Harnack, article on “ Neoplatonism ” in Britannic^ and llistory 
)/ the Dogma; Bigg, f/cf-’-'— •*— ■ — -* »?._ — 

andria; Whittaker, The 1 


of the Dogma; Bigg, Neoplatonhm, and Chrislian Vlatonists of Alex- j 
The Neoplatonisls; R. 51. Jones, Studies in Mgs-' ^ 
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or actuality. Plotinus employs several similes to make his mean- 
ing clear. God is an infinite q)riiig from which the stream 
flows without exhausting its infinite source; or, God is the sun 
from which the light radiates without loss to the sun. He uses 
these illustrations to indicate the absolute power and independ- 
ence of the first principle. The cause does not pass over into, 
■or lose itself in, its effect; the effect does not limit the cau^e; 
the effect is non-essential so far as God is concerned. The world 
depends on God, but he does not depend on the world. The ani- 
mal continues as it was, after having given birth to offspring. 

The farther we are from the sun, the nearer we are to dark- 
ness (matter). Creation is a fall from the perfect to the im- 
perfect. The farther down we go in the scale of being, the 
greater imperfection, plurality, change, and separation we find. 
Every later stage is the necessary effect of the preceding one, — 
its copy, 'its shadow, its accident But every later stage also 
strives for the higher, turns back to its source, finds its purpose 
or goal in that which went before. 

Different stages may be distinguished in the process of ema- 
nation: pure thought or mind (votJ?), soul, and matter. On 
the first stage, God’s being divides into thought 
of and ideas, that is, God thinks thoughts, he con- 

templates the pure ideal cosmos {jtofffioi ybtjTos). 
Thought and its ideas, subject and object, are, however, one at 
this stage, not separate in time or space; in the divine mind 
the thinker and his thoughts are one and the same. This is as 
it should be if God’s thinking is to be perfect truth, for truth 
implies the oneness of thought and its object. God thinks his 
own thoughts, which flow from bis very essence : in the divine 
mind the activity of thought, the thinker, and the thought are 
one and the same, not separate. His thought is not discursive, 
passing from idea to idea, from premise to conclusion, but in- 
tuitive, static, as it were, contemplating the system of ideas as 
a whole, and all at once. There are many ideas, — as many as 
there are particular things in the phenomenal world, — and they 
differ from one another, but they form a unified sj’stem, as with 
’Plato. The absolute unity of the firet principle (God) is^ re- 
flected in this system of many different ideas. 

For each particular object in the sense-world, there is an 
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idea in the mind of God. Hence, pure thought is the pattern 
or model of the phenomenal world, • it is a spaceless and timeless, 
a perfect, eternal, and harmonious intelligible world. But it is 
not merely a pattern; the ideas ore efBcient causes; everj' stage 
in the process of emanation is, as we have seen, the cause of 
the succeeding one. 

The soul {i'vxij) is the second stage in the divine emanation, 
and proceeds from pure thought; wherever there are ideas or 
purposes, they must seek to realize themselves, to produce some- 
thing. It is the effect, image, or copy of pure thought, and, Jike 
an effect'or'ebpy," Ie*ss perfect than the original. It is super- 
sensuous or intelligible; it is active and has ideas; it possesses 
the power of thought, though in less complete form than pure 
thought, being discursive; it is self-conscious, though beyond 
the need of perception and memory. There are two phases of 
the soul: it is turned in the direction of pure thought, and it 
is turned in the direction of the trorld of sense; in the former 
case, it acts as thought: it contemplates pure ideas; in the 
latter, it is impelled to bring order into natter: it has desire. 
The first phase Plotinus calls the world-soul, the second phase 
he calls natnre; and sometimes be speaks as if there were two 
such world-souls ; the second emanating from the first like a ray 
of light, and constituting the unconscious soul of corporeal exist- 
ence. .{Vs soul having ideas, looking mind-ward, it is indivisible; 
as soul ^ith the desire to animate the objects of the phenomenal 
world, it is capable of dt\nsioD. 

But the soul cannot realize its desire to exercise its powers, to 
act and to form, without somcfhing to act on ; it produces 
matter. Matter, ns such, has neither form, quality, power, nor 
unity; it Is absolute impotence and pri:*ation, the principle of 
eviL, It is farthest removed from God; there is no trace in it 
of God, it i.s darkness. "We can form no image of it; all wc 
can do is to assume it as the necessary substrate behind the 
phenomena of changing qualities, as that which persists in our 
passing world of sense. Upon this matter tlie cfTicient powers 
or souls which are contained in the world-soul and identical with 
its ideas, act, fashioning it into a sensuous image or copy of the 
intelligible world contained in the divine intelligence. These par- 
ticular powers or souls which imprc&s themselves upon matter, 
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as it were, thus producing particular sensible objects in space 
and in time, are themselves all comprehended in the indivisible 
world-soul; neither they nor the world-soul exist in space or are 
spread out; the spatial arrangement of objects is due solely to 
the matter in them. The beaut)% order, and unity of the phe- 
nomenal universe are due to the world-soul, which harhs back 
to God. 

Plotinus conceives the emanation of the world from the world- 
soul as a necessary consequence of its nature, not as a process 
that has begun in time, in response, say, to an act of will. 
The three stages; the emanation of the world-soul, the creation 
of matter, the forming of matter into bodies, constitute one proc- 
ess, which abstract thought can analyze into three phases, but 
which are one eternal and indivisible act. With Aristotle, there- 
fore, Plotinus teaches the eternity of the universe. At the same 
time, he tells us that matter can receive its forms only succes- 
sively, and that the world-sonl creates time in order that it may 
operate. He likcuusc accepts the Stoic doctrine of periodical 
recurrence. How these vice's are to be reconciled, ho does not 
say: the general thought he seeks to impress is that the world 
has always been and always will be, and that the world of sense, 
as a whole, is eternal, though its parts change. 

The soul of man is a part of the world-soul, and as such super- 
sensuous and free. Originally, before its incorporation, it con- 
templated the eternal voO? in mystical intuition, 

uman ou Qod-ward and knew the good; but it 

turned its gaze earth-ward, body-ward, and so fell. This fall 
is in part the necessary consequence of the world-soul’s desire 
to fashion matter, partly the result of an irresistible impulse 
for a life of sense on the part of the particular soul itself. In 
this way the soul has lost its original freedom, for its freedom 
consists in turning in the other direction, away from sensuality, 
in accordance with its higher nature. If it fails to do this, 
that is, if it remains steeped in the bodily life, it becomes 
attached to another human, animal, or plant body after death, 
according to the degree of its guilt The part of the soul which 
radiates into the material body, however, is not the real self, 
but merely a shadow of it, the irrational, animal part of the 
soul, the scat of the appetites and sense-perception, the source 
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of sin and even of virtue. The true self consists of thougJit 
(von?) and logos; it can realize its mission only by turning 
from the sensuous life to thought, and, through it, to God. But 
this return to God is possible in this earthly life only on rare 


In order to reach the goal, the ordinary virtues of the phi- 
losophers will not suffice. Moderation of impulses is not 
enough, the soul must purge itself of all sensu- . > . . 
ality, free itself from the contamination of the ^ 
body (uaBapiTiS). There is, however, a still higher stage to 
he reached tlian purification; this is only a preparation for theo- 
retical contemplation, or the immediate intuition of ideas; theory 
is superior to practice, because it brings us nearer to the vision 
of God. The highest stage, however, union with God, cannot he 
realized even by thought of this exalted kind ; it is possible only 
in a state of ecstasy (exoTaffis), in which the soul transcends its 
own thought, loses itself in the soul of God, becomes one with 
God. This is the mystical return to God. 

This system is a combination of Greek philosophy and Ori- 
ental religion. It is thcistic in teaching n transcendent God, pan- 
theistic in conceiving everything, down to the lowest matter, as 
an emanation of God. It is religious idealism: the final goal of 
the soul is to find rest in the mind of God, and though this is 
impossible of attainment in this life, man should prepare for 
it by keeping his mind on God, by freeing himself from the 
shackles of sense. 

Plotinus does not reject polytheism; gods, too, are manifesta- 
tions of the Divine. He also believed in the existence of good 
and evil demons in the sublunary regions, and in the possi- 
bility of psychic action in the distance : the entire universe being 
spiritual, it seemed natural that spirits should act upon one 
another sympathetically. Many of his successors exaggerated 
these superstitions, defended the popular polytheism, attacked 
the Christian religion, and reveled in magic and theurgy. 

Porphyry of Tyre (232-304),' the pupH of Plotinns, pabJished the 
writings of his teacher with an account of bis life. 

His object was to give an exposition of the phi- Porphyry 
losophy of Plotinus rather than to develop it. He of Tyro 
lays gi'eater emphasis than the master on asceticism and 
the popular religion as means of purification, and accepts all kinds of 



132 


GREEK PHILOSOPHY 


snperstitious beliefs and practices (demonology, prophecy, idolatry, 
magic, and theurgy) for the same reason. He also wrote a biography 
of Pythagoras, commentaries on some of Plato’s and Aristotle’s works, 
an Introduction to the Categories (of Aristotle), an outline of the 
philosophy of Plotinus, a Letter to Aneho on Demons, and fifteen 
books Against the Christians. The Introduction, which played an im- 
portant role in the philosophy of the Middle Ages, the Outline (in 
Latin translation), the biographies of Plotinus and Pythagoras, the 
Letter, the fragments of a small commentary, are still extant. 

Jamblichus of Chalcis (-{-330), who is a follower of Neopythagorean- 
ism as well as of Neoplatonian, makes use of philosophy largely as a 
defense and proof of his polytheistic religion. Super- 
Jamblichus stition plays a still gieatcr role in his doctrines than 
in those of Porphyry. Among his writings are : On the 
Pythagorean Life, Exhortation to Philoso^iy, and commentaries on 
Plato and Aristotle. 

Among the followers of Jamblichns were Julian the Apostate (Em- 
peror from 361-363), who attempted to restore the old religion; The- 
odoms of Asine; Themistins, an excellent commentator of Plato and 
Aristotle; Macrohius; Olympiodoms; and Hypatia, who was put to 
death by Christians in Alexandria (415), an able expositor of the 
works of Plato and Aristotle. One of her pupils was Synesius, who 
later became a Christian bishop. 

Neoplatonism was revived in the fifth century by Proclus (410-485), 
the head of the Academy at Athens. He was succeeded by Marius, 
Isidoms, and Hamascius. In 529 the school at Athens 
Close of was closed by an edict of the Emperor Justinian, and 
School at the history of Greek philosophy came to an ofiieial end. 

Athens After this time, some good commentaries on the tvritings 

of Plato and Aristotle were published by Simplicius, 
the younger Olympiodotus, Boethius, the author of the well-known 
Consolations, and Pbiloponus. The works of Boethius as well as bis 
translations of Aristotelian wiitings and of Porphyry’s JnlrodHclion 
contributed largely to the knowledge of Greek philosophy in the early 
Middle Ages (see p. 1G3). 

But there was no more life in this pliilosopliy, its efforts to resuscitate 
the old polytheism and to save the old civilization were vain; it had 
ontlived its usefulness. The future belonged to the new religion against 
which it was so bitterly contending; and, by a strange irony of fate, 
ibis new religion, in ils stiempt Jo conquer ibe iotelleciual world, made 
an ally of the philosophy of the Oreete. 
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RISE OP CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 
17. Beginnings op Cubistiantty 

We have traced the development of Greek philosophy from 
its mythological beginnings down to its decline into theosophical 
speculations and fantastic cultus. We found it 
turning, at the end, to ethical and theological dis- 
cussions, to the problem of man's origin and 
destiny', his relation to God and the world, his fall and his 
deliverance from sin. Tlie interest in such questions grew in- 
tense during the days of the Roman Empire, not only among 
philosophers, but among the educated classes in general, as the 
great popularity of the Oriental religions and of the systems 
of thought influenced by them plainly shows. But the Greek 
mind had lost its originality and vigor, and it was impossible 
“ to revive the corpse of philosophy by breathing into it the 
spirit of Orientalism.” 

During the last period of Hellenic speculation, a new religion 
u’hieh possessed many elements to recommend it to the times, 
was making converts in the Roman world. This re- . . . 
ligion, which had sprung from the soil of Judaism, ^ 

preached the gospel of a father*God who is merciful and just and 
loves all his children alike, and promised the redemption of 
mankind through Jesus Christ, his Son, It taught that no man 
was too lowly to be saved, that there was Iiope for all, that Christ 
would come again to establish his kingdom, first on earth and 
then in heaven, but, whether on earth or in heaven, it would be 
a kingdom of righteousness and love. It taught that, on the 
judgment day, the wicked, rich and powerful though they might 
be, would be confounded, and the pure in heart, however poor 
and lowly, would enter into glory. In offering deliverance from 
the sinful world and a future life of blessedness, Christianity 
133 
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superstitions beliefs and practices (demonology, prophecy, idolatry, 
magic, and theurgy) for the same reason. He also wrote a biography 
of Pythagoras, commentaries on some of Plato’s and Aristotle’s works, 
an Introduction to the Categories (of Aristotle), nn outline of the 
philosophy of Plotinus, a J>tler to Aneho on Demons, and fifteen 
books Against the C/jrts/ia«s. The Introduction, which played an im- 
portant role in the philosophy of the Middle Ages, the Outline (in 
Latin translation), the biographies of Plotinus and Pythagoras, the 
Letter, the fragments of a small commentary, are still extant. 

Jambliclms of Chalcis (-{-330), who is a follower of Neopythagorean- 
ism os uell as of Neoplatonism, makes use of philosophy largely as a 
defense and proof of his polytheistic religion. Super- 
Jamblichus stition plays a still greater role in his doctrines than 
in those of Porph 3 Ty. Among bis writings are: On the 
Pythagorean Life, Eiliortation to Philosophy, and commentaries on 
Plato and Aristotle. 

Among the followers of Jnmblichus were Julian the Apostate (Em- 
peror from 361-3C3), who attempted to restore the old religion; The- 
odoras of Asine; Themistius, an excellent commentator of Plato and 
Aristotle; Macrobius; Olymptodonis; and Hypatia, who was put to 
death by Christians in Alexandria (415), an able e.xpositor of the 
works of Plato and Aristotle. One of her pupils was Synesius, who 
later became a Christian bishop. 

Neoplatonism was revired in the fifth century by Proclus (410-485), 
the head of the Academy at Athens. He was succeeded by Marius, 
Isidoros, and Damascias. In 520 the school at Athens 
Close of was closed by an edict of the Emperor Justinian, and 
School at the history of Oreek philosophy came to an official end. 

Athens After this time, some good commentaries on the writings 

of Plato and Aristotle were published by Simplicius, 
the younger Olyinpiodonis, Boethius, the author of the well-known 
Consolations, and Philoponus. The works of Boethius as well as bis 
translations of Arislotcliau writings and of Porphyry’s Introduction 
contributed largely to the knowledge of Greek philosophy in the early 
Middle Ages (see p. 1G3). 

But there was no more life iu this philosophy, its efforts to resuscitate 
the old polytheism and to save the old civilization were vain; it had 
outlived its usefulness. The future belonged to the new religion against 
which it was so bitterly contending; and, by a strange irony of fate, 
tJi^ ajew jb stteispi So f!£vswpjM>r lite swJA mjda 

an ally of the philosophy of the Greel^ 
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RISE OF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY 
17 . Beginnings op CHBiSTUNiTy 

We have traced the development of Greek philosophy from 
its mythological beginnings down to its decline into theosophical 
speculations and fantastic cultus. We found it 
turning, at the end, to ethical and theological dis* 
cussions, to the problem of man’s origin and 
destiny, his relation to God and the world, his fall and his 
deliverance from sin. Tlie interest in such questions grew in- 
tense during the days of the Homan Empire, not only among 
philosophers, bat among the educated classes in general, as the 
great popularity of the Oriental religions and of the systems 
of thought influenced by them plainly shows. But the Greek 
mind had lost its originality and vigor, and it was impossible 
" to revive the corpse of philosophy by breathing into it the 
spirit of Orientalism.” 

During the last period of Hellenic speculation, a new religion 
which possessed many elements to recommend it to the times, 
was making converts in the Roman world. This re- . . 

ligion, which had sprang from the soil of Judaism, ^ 

preached the gospel of a father-God who is merciful and just and 
loves aU his children alike, and promised the redemption of 
manldnd through Jesus Christ, his Son. It taught that no man 
was too lowly to be saved, that there was hope for all, that Christ 
would come again to establish his kingdom, first on earth and 
then in heaven, but, whether on earth or in heaven, it would be 
a kingdom of righteousness and love. It taught that, on the 
judgment day, the wicked, rich and powerful though they might 
be, would be confounded, and the pure in heart, however poor 
and lowly, would enter into gloiy. In offering deliverance from 
the sinful world and a future life of blessedness, Christianity 
183 
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struck n popular chord and satisfied a longing of the age. The 
conditions of deliverance were not made dependent on external 
and accidental goods, hut on change of licart, repentance, and 
love of Qod and man. The Pliarisaic conception of the right- 
eousness of the letter is transformed by tlic founder of Chris- 
tianity into the doctrine of the righteousness of the spirit, ■\Vhat 
is done should be done from love and worship of God and not 
from fear;. purity of heart is of more avail, in his sight, than 
external observance of Icvitical rules and practices, the inner 
spirit of greater worth than outward forms. There is but one 
way of reaching salvation and that is to rid oneself of evil pas- 
sions, of en\y, anger, hatred, and revenge; to forgive even those 
that hate us, for it is better to suffer wrong than to do wrong. 
Love and forgiveness take the place of hate and revenge*, man 
shall love his neighbor as himself, and everj* human being is his 
neighbor. 

'With its spiritual monotheism, its doctrine of a life to come, 
its gospel of love, and the example of the suffering Christ, the 
new religion appealed to the Homan world- 
Christianity kingdom. And ns the number of its converts 
Cultur^***^^ increased among the cultured classes, it could not 
ignore the philosophical conceptions rooted in the 
civilization in which it had to make its way. Indeed, Chris- 
tianity, as it appeared in Palestine, owed its origin, in part at 
least, to tills civilization; Judaism had not been able to resist 
the influences, — etliical, political, social, religious, and intellec- 
tual, — ^ivhich pervaded the great Roman Empire ; and the Chris- 
tian revolt was one of the results. The new world-religion 
arrived w’hen the times were fulfilled. Among the factors that 


made its appearance possible were the existence of a universal 
empire; the growing spirit of cosmopolitanism and brotherhood, 
which Stoicism had done so much to inculcate; the conception 
of a spiritual deity taught by the philosophers; the doctrines 


of immortality contained in the popular Greek mysteries and 
Oriental religions; and the Jewish ideal of a personal God, 
which succeeded in awakening the religious spirit w’here the 
abstract notions of the metaphysiciaDs had failed. Christianity 
was, in a measure, a child of its age, a child of Judaism and 
Hellenic-Eoraan civilization. But the influence of the age did 
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period of philosophical construction, — the elaboration of a phi- 
losophy the subject-matter and guiding principles of which were 
determined by the dogma. This philosophy, which 
Philosophy constitutes the largest part of the philosophy 
of the Middle Ages, or Christian Philosophy, 
had for its aim the exposition, systematization, and demonstra- 
tion of the Christian dogmas, — the construction of a theory of 
the world and of life on a Christian basis. The thinkers who 
performed this service were called Schoolmen and their systems 
Scholastic Philosophy. 

In all the cases we have mentioned, Greek philosophy was 
dra^vn upon for help in the solution of the problems. But the 
attitude of mind was not that of the ancient thinkers: their 
object had been, in the main, to give a rational explanation of 
the universe independently of the popular religion; they ap- 
proached the task in a more or less scientific spirit, often even 
in a spirit antagonistic to the prevailing creed. The School- 
men, on the other hand, accepted the truths of Christianity as 
beyond dispute; these formed the starting-point and regulative 
principles of their speculation; and these they sought to render 
intelligible and reasonable, or to prove. In order to succeed, 
they had recourse to such systems of Greek thought as best 
suited the end in view; with them, therefore, philosophy was 
placed in the service of religion; it became the handmaiden of 
theology {ancilla ihcologios). 

Within the limits set by Christian dogma, the mind was left 
free to exercise its skill; so long as it did not conflict with estab- 
lished truths, human reason could interpret the world as it 
pleased. In the course of time, however, the intellect began to 
free itself from its theological tether and to seek satisfaction 
outside of the circumscribed territoiy; the scholastic attitude 
and method proved unsatisfactory, and attempts were made to 
construct systems on a more independent basi^. From another 
side objections were also urged against the entire rationalistic 
movement : the dogmas and the whole ecclesiastical system were 
criticised and the effort made to transform the inner religious 
life of the people, with the Bible and the conscience as the guide 
and standard. These tendenci^ towards reforming the theo- 
retical and practical phases of organized Christianity culmi- 
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Dated in the two great preludes to the modem era; the 
Renaissance and the Reformation. 

Consult, besides the general (^ecially tbe test-books of StockI and 
Turner) and special works mentioned on pp. 4, f, : Paulsen, System of 
Ethics, Book T, chaps, ii, iii, iv, vi; de Wolf, Bistory of MedUral 
Philosophy, transL by Coffey, and Scholasticism Old atid New; A. 
Hamack, History of the Dogmas, transl- by Buchanan; Townsend, The 
Great Schoolmen; H. 0. Taylor, The Classical Heritage of the Middle 
Ages, and The Medieval Mind, 2 toIs.; Poole, Illustrations of the His- 
tory of Medieval Thought; Lecky, History of European Morals; 
T. C. Hall, History of Ethics irithin Organised Cfiristianiti/; Brett, 
History of Psychology; Baeiunker in Allgemeine Geschichte der Pht- 
losophie, mentioned p. 4 (cscellent short account) ; Eicken, Geschichte 
und System der mittelalterlichen Weltanschauung; Picavet, Esguisse 
(Tune histoire des philosophies mediecales; Prantl, Geschichte der Logik 
im Abendlande, 4 rok.; Stoekl, Geschichte der Philosophic des J/ittN- 
altera, 3 vols.; Haurean, De la philosophic seolastique; Morin, Dic- 
tionnaire de philosophic et thiologie scolastiques; Baeumker and others, 
Beitrage; Grahmann, Geschichte der seholasiisehen Methods, 2 vols.j 
Siebeck, GescAicAte <fcr Psychologic ton Aristoteles bis Thomas von 
^guino; histories of Christian ethics by Gass, Xuthardt, Ziegler; 
A. D. SVhite, A History of the Warfare of Scienee vith Theology; 
Stmuz, Geschichte der Naturwissenscheften im Mittelalter; Ebert, 
Allgemeine Geschichte der Litteratur des Mittelaters. Robinson, 7n- 
traduction to the History of Western Europe; Emerton, Medierel 
Europe; Adams, Cieiliealion during the Middle Ages; Cambridge 
Medieeol History. 

Paulsen, Gem\an Vniversities, transl. by TLUIy and Elwang; Rashdall, 
Hnicersitics of Europe in the Middle Ayes; Denille, Pnirersitofen im 
Mittelalter; books of Monroe and Graves mentioned p. 5. 

18. Development op Christun Theologt 

As has hcen stated, the new religion was soon compelled to 
define its doctrines, to defend them, and to construct a Chris- 
tian theology declaring its attitude toward the 
prevaUing Jewish and Hellenistic mod® pf 
thought. The Jsystem best adapted to the imme- ^ 
diate purpose at hand, in the beginning of the Christian era, 
was the Jewish-Greek philosopliy which we have already out- 
lined. “ The allegorical explanation of the Old Testament be- 
came an indispensable means of combining the new faith with 
the old revelations,” says Zeller, ** and the logos-doctrine of 
Philo, which was fused with the Jewish-Christian Messianic 
belief, formed the center of the dogmatic movement in Chris- 
tian theology for centuries to come.” 
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We find the beginnings of Christian dogmatic theology in the 
WTitings of tlie Apostle Paul and his school. He was the first 
to olTer a Christian theology or a philosophy of history on a 
Christian basis. TJic Epistles ascribed to him betray the influ- 
ence of conceptions similar to those made u.sc of in the so-called 
Wisdom of Solomon (doubtless known to him) and developed in 
the philosophy of Philo; Christ is identified with God’s Power 
and "Wisdom, the Logos; he preexisted as the archetypal man, 
hut was created by God. The same notion is brought out in 
Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians (93 to 95), the Barnabas 
Epistle (96 or 97), the Shepherd of TIermas (about 140), the 
Foxirlh Gospel, and in the writings of Ignatius (115). 

In these ideas we have a fairly well-defined theology. The 
historical elements of Christianity are interpreted in the light 
Gnostics Greek logos-doctrine; religious and philo- 

sophical elements are welded together in a way to 
emphasize the religious aspect: the Logos is a personality, the 
son of a living Fatl\cr, not a cold philosophical abstraction. It 
was quite natural, however, that otlier thinkers, with a stronger 
bent for speculation, should have sought to interpret the new 
religion according to their philosopliical preconceptions, to 
rationalize it, to transform faith into Icnowledge {yv^ui?, 
gnosis). This work was done in the second century fay the 
Gnostics, as they have been called. Philo the Jew had inter- 
preted Judaism in the light of Greek philosophy, and had tried 
to reconcile the thoughts of the Greek metaphysicians with those 
of the Jewish teachers. Tlic Gnostics endeavor to do the same 
for Christianity; they speculate upon their faith, and offer a 
philosophy of Christianity and a Christian philosophy, a har- 
mony of faith and knowledge, religion and science. 

We have here an embryonic scholasticism, crude and fan- 
tastic though it may he. It was asserted by these Christian 
Philonists, as we might call them, that their doctrines bad been 
transmitted by Jesus to sneh of his followers as were able to 
receive them, that is, as secret or esoteric teachings for the 
educated. They tauglit that Cliristiauity was an entirely new 
and divine doctrine, Judaism a corrupt form of religion, the 
revelation of an inferior being, and heathenism the work of evil - 
spirits. The Jewish God, or Demiurge, they regarded as a 
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false God, opposed to the kingdom of light, or the abode of the 
highest spirits, and to the true God. Christ, one of the highest 
spirits, entered a human body in order to free the spirits of 
light imprisoned in matter by the Deminrge. Those able to 
comprehend the genuine teachings of Christ become gnostics, 
or pneumatic beings, and are eventually delivered from their 
material bondage, asceticism being one of the means of escape. 
Such as fail to &ee themselves from sensuous matter perish 
with it, while the literalists (p^chic beings) go to the heaven 
of the Demiurge. The world is the result of a fall; matter is 
the principle of eril; the exoteric doctrine is contained in the 
creed, the esoteric doctrine is a secret tradition. 

Chief among the Gnostics arc: Ceriiilhus (115 aJ).), Satuminns 
(125), and Valentine (+1(30). The S 3 'stcm of Marcion, who formed 
a church at Rome, in 144, and accepted as canonical the Gospel of 
St. Lake and ten Pauline Epistles, contains teachings resembling 
Gnosticism, but emphasizes faith instead of knowledge nnd cannot, 
therefore, be assigned to this sect. 

Special works on the Gnostics by H. L. ^lansel, Neomler, Baur, 
Matter. Cf. W. Schultz, Ookttmenic dcr Gnosis, which contains Ger- 
man translations of the sonrees, and the article in the Britannica by 
Bousset, where, also, bibliography is given. 

It is evident, however, that the Gnostics were not equal to 
their task: instead of a philosophical system, they offered a 
“ semi-Christian mythology.” Besides, their doctrines were in 
conflict with the prevailing conceptions of the teaching of Jesus ; 
their repudiation of the Old Testament, their distinction be- 
tween an esoteric and exoteric Christianity, their conception 
of Jesus as a man whose body is used by a heavenly Christ, a 
creature far beneath God and even beneath the angels, their 
belief in specially endou'cd natures or pneumatic beings, and 
their allegorical interpretations, were all antagonized by the 
Apologists and other conservative leaders of Christianit>'’ and 
denounced as heresies. At the same time, the Gnostic movement 
exorcised a great influence on the new religion and its theologj*. 
It gave an impetus to the philosophical study of the faith or 
tlieologj'. Some of its fundamental ideas, wliich came from Greek 
philosophy, found their way into the works of the early writers 
of the Church, and so became a factor in the evolution of the 
dogma. 
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The Apologists did not differ from the Gnostics in their 
general aim to render the new religion intelligible; they, too, 
A 1 ^ X appealed to pbilasophy in their efforts to defend 
" the faith against the heathen as well as against the 
fantastic interpretations of Gnosticism. Christianity was, for 
them, both philosophy and revelation; its truths were of super- 
natural origin and absolutely certain, but they were ratianal 
truths, even though they could he comprehended only by a 
divinely inspired mind. In the words of Harnack: “ The con- 
viction common to them all may be summed up as follows: 
Christianity is philosophy, because it has a rational content, 
because it gives a satisfactory and universally intelligible answer 
to the questions which all true philosophers have endeavored 
to answer; but it is not philosophy, indeed it is the direct oppo- 
site of philosophy ... in so far as it is revealed truth and, ' 
hence, has a supernatural, divine origin, upon which alone, the 
truth and certainty of its teaching ultimately rests.”* 

.The Apologists were acquainted with the literature and phi- 
losophy of* their times and addressed themselves to the educated 
classes. Indeed, nearly all the early leaders of the churches 
were men who, after their conversion, took up the cudgels for 
the new religion and sought to win favor for it among their 
own people. This is why the philosophical element generally 
predominates in their writings, and why the purely religious 
phase is so often placed in the background. 

Among the leaders in this field ore: Justin the Martyr (+166), 
Tatian (born about 130), Atbenagoras (wrote about 170), Theophilus 
(Bishop in 180), IrenaJUS (bom 120-130), Hippolytus (died after 
235), Minucius Felix (second century), Tertullian (160-240), Cyprian - 
(200-258), Clement of Alexandria (+216), and Origen (185-254). Tbe 
movement culminated in the catechetical schools, perhaps the first of 
which was established in Alexandria by Pantaenus, formerly a Stoic 
philosopher, ia ISO. Tbe object of these schools was not only to defend* 
the new religion and demonstrate its reasonableness, but to reduce the 
teaching to systematic form for the benefit of the clergy, whose duty 
it became to instruct tbe papn and^ Jewish proselytes in the prin- 
ciples of the Christian religion. Origen, the greatest leader of the ' 
Alexandrian school, worked ont a comprehensive Christian theology in - 
which the influence of Neoplatonism, which had its home at Alex- 
andria, is strongly marked. 

• Dofftnenffescftichte, p. 89; Outlines of niatory of Doyma, transl. by 
Mitchell, p. 121. 
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Collections of the Tmtings of the Fathers (Latin and Greek) edited 
by Migne, 1840, £f.; de Gerhardt and others, 1875, £f.; new edition, 
Corpus Scriptonim EccUsiasticorum hatinorum by Vienna Academy 
(since 1866) ; Collection of Greek Fathers of first three centuries by 
Prussian Academy (since 1897); English transl. in The Ante-Nicene 
Christian Library, ed. by Roberts and Donaldson, and in Library of 
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, ed. by Schaff and Wace. 

The fundamental thought in the -writings of the Apologists 
is this: The world, though perishable, exhibits traces of reason 
and order, and points to one eternal, unchange- 
able, good and just First Cause, the source of all life Teachings 
and being. This principle transcends all life and ^poi^^sts 
being; the sublimity, power, wisdom, goodness, and 
.grace of God are beyond all human notions, beyond all descrip- 
tion. Yet the First Cause of all creation must be rational ; reason 
must always have been potential in him os a part of his inner 
nature ; and to the presence of Reason, or the Logos, in God, are 
due the order and purpose in the universe. In other words, 
reason and goodness lie at the root of the world, and God is the 
eternal and abiding principle in all change. 

By an act of free will God emits the Logos : tlje Logos pro- 
ceeds from him as the light proceeds from the sun. And as the 
light emitted from the sun does not separate from the sun, so 
the dirine Reason does not separate from God in the procession; 
by giving birth to the reason in him, God docs not lose his 
reason; the Logos remains with the Creator, subsists with the 
source whence it sprang. At the same time, the Logos is con- 
ceived as an independent personality, — identical with God in 
essence, but not numerically, — a second God who has been eter- 
nally with God. The Logos became man in Jesus Christ, Christ 
being. the incarnate Logos, “ the word made flesh.” The Holy 
Ghost is another emanation from God; t.e., the prophetic spirit, 
..which springs from God, is conceived as an entity. 

"We have in these conceptions the personification of divine 
reason with which we have become familiar in the Greek phi- 
losophy of religion: reason is the organ by which the world 
- is fashioned and through which God indirectly acts on the world. 
The transcendency of God is emphasized, and the attempt is also 
made to save tlie independence of the Logos: the Logos is con- 
ceived as eternally with God, as co-etemal with him, as the phrase 
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goes, as potential in him, as identical ■with him in his very 
nature; and yet the Father is said to be the source of his being 
and activity (Irenmus), hence he would seem to bo subordinated 
to the Father, — a creature. Moreover, he becomes a person by 
God’s will, which would imply that there was a time when he 
■was not, which, again, would make him a creature. Origen un- 
dertakes to solve this difficulty by combining both ideas and 
teaching tliat the Logos is eternally created. The act of creation 
is not an act in time, but an eternally present one, seinel et simiil: 
the Son is eternally and continuously created. 

The creation of the world is explained after the Greek models. 
God is the ground and purpose of all things: from him they 
come and to Inm tliey return. The Logos, however, is the pat- 
tern, or archetype, or prototype, of all created beings; which 
means, everything ia created in the image of reason and i>y the 
power of reason or divine\ intelligence. "We may put it this 
way: the Creator fashioned the world from formless matter, 
— wliich he created out of nothing, — after o pattern or rational 
plan ivluch. he carried in bis mind. This system of thoughts is, 
conceived by the Apologists as a personal entity, which, as op.' 
active cause, forms, preserves, and controls everything. 

Creation is the result of God’s love and goodness and for 'the 
benefit of man. According to the majority of the ApologisteV 
creation is an act in time; according to Origen, God creates 
eternally, and creatures have always existed. The universe is 
for him, as it was for Aristotle, eternal, but the world now ex- 
isting has had a beginning and will pass away, to be replaced 
by other and different worlds. 

The world was made for the sake of man. The goal of man, 
however, is not this world, but the hereafter. Other-worldliness, 
world-flight, the withdrawal of the soul from the world of sense . 
to God, is the highest good. The resurrection of the body and 
soul (or spirit) in some form or other, is taught by all the 
Apologists ; sometimes' soul and body are both regarded as mor- 
tal, immortality being bestowed on them as an act of divine 
grace, according to the works of the soul (Justin) ; sometimes 
man is held to possess, in addition to body and soul, a liiglier 
spirit which is immortal and through which body and soul sbara.^ 
in immortality (Tatian) ; sometimes this spirit is said to be ' 
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conferred from above upon those who control their pas- 
sions. 

Another teaching common to the Apologists is that of free 
-will and the fall of man. God created spirits with the capacity 
to distinguish between good and evil and the power of freedom 
•to choose between them. Some chose to disobey God, to turn 
flesh-ward and away from God, for which sin they fell to a 
lower level of life in carnal bodies. 5Ian may regain .his lost 
estate by leading a Christian life and through divine grace, 
through the revealed truth of the Logos. On the day of judg- 
ment, after a sojourn in LTades or Purgatorj', the just will enter 
eternal life, and the \mjust be forever rejected. Origen, how- 
ever, believed in the final redemption of all. The thought run- 
ning through this teaching is that, in sinning, the first man or 
a heavenly spirit, as the case may be, brought sin into tlie 
world, for which mankind is suffering, but tliat there is hope 
for our ultimate redemption if we will only turn away from the 
things of sense and seek to be rennited with God. 

•The fundamental article of faith declares that the human 

■ race is redeemed by Jesus Christ, the Son of God, that the Son 

■ of God came to deliver man from sin. Tliis simple proposition 
• gave rise to a number of problems over which the Christian 

theologians debated for centuries to come, and which received 
official settlement only after long and bitter controversies. The 
proposition contained three important notions: God, Jesus' 
Christ, and man. How shall we conceive God the Father, the 
Son of God, and human nature in the scheme of salvation ? How 
are these iieings related to' one another: the Father and the Son, 
or Logos; the Son and the man Jesus; and God and man? 

Tlie logos-doctrine, which appears so prominently in early 
Christian theology, did not penetrate into the rank and file of 
the early Church. The simple-minded Christian 
of the first centuries, living in a polytheistic com- 
munity, believed in tbc Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost without interpreting his faith mctapbj’sieally ; for him 
Jesus the man was somehow the Son of God, and the Holy Ghost 
another supernatural being: the metaphysical nature and rela- 
tion of these beings to one another and to God, be did not 
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attempt to fathom. Tlie intellectual leaders of the Church, 
in their endeavors to defend the faith against Gnostics and pagan 
philosophers, were carried farther and farther into the specu- 
lations of the Greek schools, until they finally hellenized the 
Gospel. It was quite natural that the logos-doctrine should 
have met with serious opposition in many quarters and that 
efforts should have been made to reach a less metaphysical inter- 
pretation of the fundamentals of the faith. Many sects arose 
which sought to express the teachings of Christianity in a form 
intelligible to those not familiar with theological speculations. 
The doctrine which had the largest following among Christian 
bodies from 130 to 300 was Modalism, which was called Palri- 
passianism in the "Western Roman world and Sabellianism in 
the East. According to the former, God assumed flesh, became 
man and suffered in the flesh; according to the latter, God 
manifests himself In three successive ways or powers, as Father, . 
Son, and Holy Ghost. In cither case, the three persons are ' 
one and the same God In different forms or modes. 

But these views did not prevail against the logos-theology; by 
the end of the third century the philosophical theology had , 
triumphed; Hamack says, “ it even read its articles into the 
creed.’' The thinkers all succumbed to the influence of Origen. ^ 
His successors made the faith so philosophical that it became 
unintelligible to laymen; tlie purely cosmological and philo- 
sophical elements were emphasized at the expense of the idea 
of salvation, — formula} were established in which the name of 
Christ was not even mentioned. The Neoplatonism of Origen ’s 
system threatened to swamp Christianity.* 

The question of the relation of the Logos to God, or of the 
Son to the Father, formed the subject of a great controversy 
at the Council of Nicma, in 325, between the Arians, the follow- 
ers of Arias, and the Anti-Arians, of whom Athaaasias after- 
ward became the leader. According to Arius, Christ is a crea- 
ture of God, endowed with free will, which God foresaw he 
would use for good, and, tlierefore, conferred on him the dignity 
of a God at his creation. According to Athanasius, the Son, 
as the principle of salvation, is begotten, not made, by the 
Father; co-etemal with the Father, of one substance with the, 
•Harnack, Outlines of History of the Dogma, pp. 193, ff. % 
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Father (homoousios) ; sharing fully m the nature of the Father, 
without loss to the Father and without ceasing to he another 
person. In the historical Jesus, tlie Logos-God, or the Son, 
was united, in essence, with a human body ; the incarnation was 
a complete incarnation. The Holy Ghost is a third being; the 
one Godhead is a trinity of' the same substance, consisting of 
three persons identical in nature. 

The Anti-Arians won the victory at the Council; the Arian 
doctrines were condemned and Anns and bis followers excom- 
municated. The words “ begotten, not made, being of one sub- 
stance with the Father ** were inserted in the creed which has 
come to be called the Nicenc creed. An nnsuccessful attempt 
was later made to effect a compromise between Arianism and 
Athanasianism by declaring God and Clirist to be, not of the 
same substance (Iiomocusios), but of like nature (/imnotoustos), 
and failure to agree on this point led to a division between the 
, Homan and Greek Churches. 

Both parties to the controversy had sought snpport for their 
views in the Neoplatonic philosophy of Origen ; and the ortho- 
dox interpretation, no less than the defeated theory, is based 
on the logos-doctrine. 

Another question to stir up controversj' was the problem of 
the relation of the man Jesus to the Logos-God, the Christologieal 
problem. Many answers were offered and many factions formed 
in support of the different theories. The interpretation that 
Christ had two natures, “ each perfwjt in itself and each distinct 
from the other, yet perfectly united in one person, who was 
at once both God and man,'' was accepted by the Synod of 
Chalcedon, in 451, and became the orthodox dogma. 

esisMisiwAvi ilv ai NSazs?, Civirfias 
was studied chiefly in the school of Origen, at Alexandria. The ortho- 
dox doctrines were adopted, in the main, and such teachings in Origen’s 
sj-stem as conflicted with them rejected. Among the representatircs of 
the school who assisted in the work of reconstruction, were Gregory 
of Nj-ssa (-f394), Basil the Great (-b379), nnd Gregory of Nazianren 
(-f390). Neoplatonism, as taught by Plotinus, also had a large follow- 
ing, among the leaders being: Bishop Synesius (-H30), Bishop 
Ncmesius (c, 450), Aincas of Gara (c. 530), Zacliarias Scholasticxis, 
Johannes Grammaticus, and Johannes Philoponu®, all of the sixth 
eentur^’. The Neoplatonic work, falsely attribnted to Dionysius the 
Arcopagite, appeared at the end of the fifth century. 



niiLOSoPny of the middle ages 


U6 

A third question demanded an ollicial answer: What is the 
place of man in the scheme of salvation? According to one view, ^ 
whicli was widespread, the whole human race had ' 
and*^ corrupted by the sin of the first man or a 

Original Sin angel j and divine help, in some form or 

other, was needed to redeem mankind. The fun- 
damental article of faith that Christ had come down from heaven 
for our salvation .seemed to favor sneli an interpretation: if 
it was necessary to deliver man from sin, then evidently he 
could not save himself, he was a slave to sin and by nature a 
sinner (original sin) or liad become a sinner in some way; at 
any rate he was not free. This conception rccci%’cd support 
from the Maniclueans, a numerous sect accepting the teachings 
of the Persian Jfani (+277), who read Persian dualism and 
Gnosticism into the Scriptures and combined Christianity with 
the doctrines of Zoroaster. They taught that the principle of 
light in man was under bondage to matter, the principle of 
darkness, and that the soul could be purified and enabled to 
return to the kingdom of light whence it came, only by asceti* 
cism, by abstention from meat, wine, marriage, property, and 
labor. Cut it was possible to read a different view into the 
article of faith: Christ came to save man from sin. Sin implies ' 
guilt, gxtiU implies responsibility on the part of the guilty per- 
son ; only a being who is free to choose between right and wrong 
can be a sinner. Ilenco, if man sinned, he must have been free. 
The same conclusions were reached in another way. God is all- 
powerful and man, therefore, weak and unfrcc, incapable of 
saving himself from sin; only a miracle can deliver him. Or: 
God is absolutely good and just, and cannot, therefore, be re- 
sponsible for sin; hence, man himself must be the author of sin, 
that is, free. 

Pelagius, a monk, came to Rome, in the year 400, with a doc- 
trine opposed to the notion of original sin: God is a good and 
just God, and everytliing created by him good; hence, human 
nature cannot be radically evil. Adam was free to sin or not 
to sin ; his sensuous nature, whieb is evil, determined himj and lie 
chose sin. Sin, however, cannot be transmitted from generation 
to generation, because every man has free will ; sin implies free 
dom. Freedom is the original act of grace, the first gift 
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bestowed by a good God; hence, man needs no help, ho can 
resist sin and will the good. And yet, the example of Adam’s 
sin was baneful; the imitation of his bad example has led to 
a habit, which it is difficult to overcome, and which is respon- 
sible for man’s fall. But, the churchman asked: If man is not 
enslaved by sin, if his freedom of choice has not been destroyed, 
what part can divine grace and the Christian religion play in 
his redemption! The Pelagians answer: It is by an act of 
divine grace that knowledge is revealed (in Scripture, in the 
teachings and example of Jesus, and in the doctrines of the 
Cliurch) which will lend support to the human will in choosing 
the good.' Baptism and faith in Jesus Christ are necessary to 
admission into the kingdom of heaven. God, being omniscient, 
knows exactly what choices men are going to make in their lives, 
— how they will use their power of freedom,— and determines 
beforehand the rewards and punishments to be meted out 
(predestination). 

19. "World-view op Augustine 

The Pelagian teaching is opposed hy Augustine, the greatest 
constructive thinker and the most influential teacher of the early 
Christian Church. In his system the most im- 
portant theological and philosophical problems of Augustine 
liis age arc discussed, and a Christian world-view developed 
which represents the culmination of Patristic thought and be- 
comes the guide of Christian philosophy for centuries to come. 
It is owing to the significance of Augustine ’.s vicw.s for medieval 
philosophy, as well as for the Christian theology of the Refor- 
mation and tlie modem period, that wc shall comsider his system 
in its different phases. 

Aurelius Augustinus was bom in Tagaste, Northern Africa, in 3o3, 
of a pagan father and a Christian mother, Monica, wlio exercised a 
profound influence on her son. lie became a teacher of rhetoric, fin,t 
in his native citj’, later at Milan (3S4-3S0), and devoted himself to the 
study of theological and philosophical questions, which carried him 
from Maniclimism to skepticbm. and left him unsatbfictl. In 3?C he 
began to read some of the writings of Plato and the Neoplatoabfs, 
which gave stability to his tboogbl, and came under the influence 
of the eloquent Bishop Ambrose of Milan, whose sermons touched his 
heart. After hb conversion in 337 he returned to Tagaste, where he 
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lived for three years (3SS-391) according to monastic rules, and was 
ordained to the priesthood. In 39G he was raised to the bishopric of 
Hippo, in Africa, which he held until his death in 430, devoting his 
great gifts to the development and propagation of Catholic doctrine. 

Among the works of Augustine arc: De libero arbitrio; Be vera 
relighnej De pradestinatione et gratia; De Uinitate; De chitate Dei; 
Confeseiones; Jietraclionea; and Letters. 

Works in Migne’s collection, vols. XXXII-XLVII; transl. ed. by 
Dods, 15 vols.; also in Schaff’s Library, vols. McCabe, St. 

Augustine and his Age; Bolster, La fin du paganisme; writings by 
Bindemann, A. Domer, Beater, Bohringer in his Church Eisiorg, vol. 
XI, Martin. 

Characteristic of the spirit of the entire Christian age is the 
Augustinian view that the only knowledge worth having is the 
knowledge of God and self. All the other sciences, 
^o^edge metaphysics, and ethics, have valne only in 

so far as they tell us of God. It is our doty to 
understand what we firmly believe, to see the rationality of our 
faith. “ Understand in order that you may believe, believe in 
order that you may understand. Some things we do not be- 
lieve unless wc understand them; others we do not understand 
unless we believe.” Besides natural knowledge, faith in divine 
revelation is a source of imowlcdge of God. Intelligence is 
needed for understanding what it believes; faith for believing 
what it understands. Reason, to be sure, must first decide 
whether a revelation has actually taken place. "When faith lias 
comprehended the revelation, reason seeks to imderstand and 
explain it. We cannot, however, understand everything we 
believe, but must accept the truths of faith on the authority of 
the Church, which is the representative of God on earth. . 

We know that we exist; our thinking and existence are in- 
dubitable certainties. And wc know that there is eternal and 
immutable truth: our very doubts prove that we are conscious 
of truth, and the fact that we call a judgment true or fake 
points to the existence of a world of truth. Augustine here 
conceives truth, after the Platonic fashion, as having real exist- 
ence, and the human mind as possessing instinctive knowledge 
of it. Sometimes he speaks as if we envisaged the divine ideas, 
at other times he says that God creates them in us. In either 
case, truth is objective, not. a mere subjective product of the 
human mind; there is something independent and compelling 
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aLout it ; whether you or I have it or not, it is and always will 
be. The source of this eternal and changeless world of truth 
is God; indeed, the divine mind is the abode of the Platonic 
world of ideas, forms, arche^pes, or essences, even of the ideas 
of particular things. 

The impelling motive in Augustine’s theology is the Neopla- 
tonic conception of the absoluteness and majesty of God and 
the insignificance of his creatures, considered apart . 
from him. God is an eternal, transcendent being, 
all-powerful, all-good, all-wise; absolute unity, absolute intel- 
ligence, and absolute will; that is, absolute spirit. He is abso- 
lutely free, but his decisions are as unchangeable as his nature; 
he is absolutely holy and cannot will evil. In him willing and 
doing arc onci what he wills is done without the help of any 
intermediate being or Logos. In him are all ideas or forms 
of things; which moans that he proceeded rationally in creating 
the world and that everything owes its form to him. Augus- 
tine accepts the Athanasinn doctrine of the Trinity, although the 
illustrations which he uses to make it clear are tainted with 
Sabcllianism. 

God created the world out of nothing; it is not a necessary 
evolution of his oivn being, as the pantheistic Ncoplatonists 
hold, for this transcends the nature of his creatures. Ilis crea- 
tion is a continuous creation {crealio continua), for otherwise 
the world would go to pieces: it is alisolutely dependent on him. 
We c'aunot say that the world was created in time or in space, 
•for before God created the world there was neither time nor 
space; in creating, he created time and space; he himself is 
timeless and without space. Tct, God’s creation is not an eternal 
creation; the world has a be^nning; creatures arc finite, change- 
a&fe and perishabre. God nfso created matter; it is not earlier 
than the form, though prior to it in nature, that is, we have 
to presuppose matter logically as the basis of the form. Since 
God is omnipotent, every conceivable thing, even the most in- 
significant, must be present in the universe. 

In order to prove divipe omnipotence, Augustine is driven to 
the position that God isMhcjcanse of cveo'thing. In order to 
prove his goodness, it is n^s&air to exclude evil from the world 
or explain it away. Creation .|s> i^velation of God’s goodness; 
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he created the universe on aceonnt of his infinite love. (But,— 
Au^istine hastens to add, for fear of depriving the Deity of 
absolute power, — he was not bound to create, his love did not 
compel him ; it was an act of Jiia free will.) Every kind of exist- 
ence is, therefore, in a sense, good; only we should not judge its 
value from the standpoint of human utility. If God has cre- 
ated and predetermined everything and is at the same time 
an absolutely good being, he has willed everj-thing for the best 
of his creatures, and even evil must be good in its way. Like 
the shadows in a picture, it belongs to the beauty of the whole; 
evil is not good, black is not white, but it is good that evil is. 
Or, it is conceived as a defect, as privation of essence {privatio 
suhstaniicc), as an omission of the good; in this sense, if there 
were no good, there could be no evil. Good is possible without 
evil, but evil is not possible without the good; for everything is 
good, at least so far as it has any being at all. Privation of good 
is evil because It means an absence of something nature ought 
to have. Nor can moral evil mar the beauty of universal crea- 
tion. Moral evil springs from the will of man or fallen angels'; 
it is the result of an evil will, which, however, is nothing posi- 
tive; hence, it merely represents a defective will; it, too, is 
privation of good (privatio hont). Tlic worst evil is privatio 
Dei, the turning away from God, or the highest good, to the 
perishable world. God could Jiave omitted evil from the scheme 
of things, but he preferred to use it as a means of serving the 
good; the glory of the universe is enhanced by its presence 
(optimism). He foresaw, for example, that man would -turn 
from the good to sin; he permitted it and predetermined his 
punishment. That is, in order to save God’s goodness along 
with his omnipotence, Augustine (1) denies the existence of real 
evil or makes it relative; (2) defines it as a privation of the 
good; (3) shifts the responsibility for it to man. 

Man, the highest creature in the visible world, is a union of 
soul and body. This union is not the result of sin; the body is 
not the prison-house of the soul, and evil. The 
sy. 0 ogy ^ simple immaterial or spiritual substance, 

entirely distinct in essence from the body; it is the directing 
and forming principle, the life of Jthc body; but how it acts on 
the body is a mysterj’. Shisation is a mental, not a physical 
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process. Sense-perception, Imagination, and sensuous desire 
arc functions of the sensitive or inferior soul; memory, intellect, 
and will, of the intellectual or superior soul or spirit, which is 
in no wise dependent on the body. All these functions, how- 
ever, are functions of one soul : the soul is a unity, three in one, 
the image of the triime God. Since the will is present in all 
modifications of the soul, wc may say that these are nothing but 
wills. 

The soul is not an emanation from God; each man has his 
own individual soul. Nor did souls exist before their union 
with bodies (preexistenee). How they arose, Angnstine leaves 
unsettled ; it is a problem he is unable to solve. He finds it 
hard to decide in favor of any of the views common in his day; 
tliat God creates a new soul for every child that is born 
(crcaifoJiism) or that souls are generated from the souls of 
parents in the same way, and at the same time, as bodies from 
bodies (fraduciamsm) . 

Although the soul has a beginning in time, It docs not die. 
Augustine proves its immortality by the mual arguments of his 
age, which go hack to Pinto. Still, although the soul is im- 
mortal in the sense of continuing to exist, it is not necessarily 
immortal in the sense of realiring eternal ble.sscdnes.s. The 
eternal blessedness of the soul in God cannot be demonstrated: 
our hope in it is an act of faith. 

The supreme human goal is union with God, that is, a reli- 
gions, mystical ideal; the vision of God. Such a union cannot 
take place in an imperfect world, but only in a 
future life, which is the true life. Onr earthly 
life is hut a pilgrimage to God; in comparison ^vitll eternal 
blessedness, it is not life, but death. We have here tbo char- 
acteristic pessimism of early Chrktianity with respect to the 
visible imivcrsc, and buoyant optimism so far ns the hereafter 
is concerned : couiemptus muneff on tlie one hand, and amor Dei 
on the other. The dualism between the good God and the evil 
world, however, Augustine seeks to reconcile by his thcoiy of 
evil, which wc have already considered and according to which 
there is no absolute evil. The way is also shown by which the 
ethical dualism between the highest good and our workaday mo- 
rality may be bridged. 
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By love we are united with God, the highest good ; hence love 
is the supreme virtue, the source of all the other virtues: of 
temperance or self-control, which is love of God as opposed to 
love of the world; of fortitude, which overcomes pain and suf- 
fering by love; of justice, which is the service of God; and of 
wisdom, which is the power of right choice. Love of God is 
the basis of true love of self and of others. It is the love of 
God alone that makes the so-callcd pagan virtues genuine vir- 
tues; utilm inspired and prompted by this love, they are noth- 
ing hut “ splendid vices.” 

The love of God is the work of divine grace acting within: 
a mystical process taking place in the sacraments of the Church 
under the influence of God’s power. Faith, hope, and charity 
are the three stages in moral conversion, love being the highest. 

"Whoever loves right, doubtless also believes and hopes right.” 
“ Without love faith can do nothing; nor is love without hope, 
nor hope without love, nor cither \vithout faith.” 

In this teaching lies the possibility of a more positive atti- 
tude toward earthly life and human institutions than seemed 
possible under the ideals of primitive CJjristianity. The early 
Christians had assumed a negative attitude toward human in- 
stitutions: marriage, the affairs of State, war, the administra- 
tion of justice, commercial pursuits, and so on. But with the 
development of an organised Church and the Christianization 
of the Homan Empire, a change became necessary; the imme- 
diate result of this change was a kind of oscillation between 
world-denial and world-affirmation. We find it in Augustine: 
he wavers between the ascetic ideal and the worldly ideal. His 
attitude is the characteristic attitude of medieval moralists. 
Thus, he recognizes the right of property; he does not agree 
with the old Fathers that property is based on injustice, tliat 
all have an equal right to property, that wealth is a ** damnable 
usurpation ” (Ambrose). He also regards rich and poor alike 
as capable of salvation. Nevertheless, he looks upon the posses- 
sion of private property as a hindrance to the soul, and places 
a higher value upon poverty. Let us, therefore, abstain from the 
possession of private property, he says, or if we cannot do that, 
let us abstain from the love of possession. The same dualism 
confronts us in the estimate of marriage and virginity: mar- , 
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riage is conceived as a sacrament, and yet the unmarried state 
is the highest. 

His conception of the State reveals the same thing. The 
earthly State is based on self-love and even contempt of God 
{contempius Bei ) ; the City of God, on love of God and contempt 
of self. Nevertheless, the temporal State is an ethical com- 
munity with the mission to promote earthly happiness, and 
justice reigns in it. But its goal is relative, while that of the 
Church is absolute ; hence, the State is subordinate to the Church ; 
the authority of the Church is infallible, it is tlie visible appear- 
ance of the kingdom of God. 

In short, we find in Augustine a twofold ideal. The highest 
good or perfection is a transcendent good, which even the Chris- 
tian is unable to realize in the flesli, being still under the sway 
of carnal concupiscence: consequently, his perfection consists 
in love of God, in the good will. A certain degree of perfection, 
however, a kind of holiness, may be readied by the performance 
of certain esternal worlcs: venial sins may be wiped ont by 
prayer, fasting, alms. Yet the supreme and true goal is, after 
all, renunciation of the world, ^rithdrawal from social life, 
asceticism, imitation of Christ. The monastic life remains, for 
Augustine, the Christian ideal. 

The leading trait of this ethical teaching is its idealism. The 
greatest thing in the universe is not the material aspect of exist- 
ence, but spirit ; the greatest thing in man is not body, not his 
sensuous-impulsive nature, not the satisfaction of appetite, but 
spirit. 

Augustine opposes the Pelagian theory of the will. Man was, 
indeed, free to sin or not to sin in Adam; God not only created 
him free, but also endowed him with supernatural 
gifts of grace : immortality, holiness, justice, free- 
dom from rebellious desire. But Adam chose to 
disobey God and thereby not only lost the divine gifts, but 
corrupted the entire human race, so that it has become a “mass 
of perdition.” The first man transmitted his sinful nature, 
and the punishment neee^arily connected with it, to his off- 
spring, for he represented the whole human race. And now it 
is impossible for man not to sin (non posse wn peccare ) : he 
went into sin free and came out of it unfree. Adam’s sin is 
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not merely the beginning and example of sin, it is original, 
hereditary sin. The result of it all is that the entire human 
race stands condemned, and no one will be saved from merited 
punishment except by the mercy and unmerited grace of God. 
God alone can reform corrupted man. He does not select the 
recipients of his grace according to their good works, — indeed, 
the works of sinful man cannot bo good in the true sense of 
the term,— only those whom God has elected as marks of his 
grace can perform good works: ** the human will does not 
achieve grace by an act of freedom, but rather achieves freedom 
by grace.” That is, God can bring about such a change in the 
human soul as will give it the love of the good which it pos- 
sessed before Adam fell. The kmowledge and love of the high- 
est good, or God, restores to man the power to do good works, 
the power to turn away from the life of sei^e to God: in other 
words, the power of freedom, the will to emancipate himself 
from the flesh. Freedom means love of the goodj that is, only 
the good will ia free. 

The thought underlying this teaching is that unless a man 
has a notion of the good, unless he knows what is truly good 
and loves it, he is lost. Some men have the good will, others 
are without it. Augustine’s problem is to account for its ap- 
pearance in some persons and not in others, and he explains it 
as a free gift of God. 

■Why God should have chosen some for eternal happiness and 
others for eternal punishment is a mystery; but there is no 
injustice in his choice, since man has forfeited any claim he 
may have had to salvation. Yet, is not predestination identical 
with fatalism; does it not mean that God has determined before- 
hand who shall be saved and Avho destroyed, and that bis choice 
is purely arbitrary 1 Predestination is the eternal resolve of God 
to lead this ot that man to eternal life hy the infallihle means 
of grace. Predestination implies foreknowledge of his choice. 
But that has nothing to do with the man’s freedom, Augustine 
thinks: he was free to choose eternal life, he did not choose it; 
God knew that he would not, and has decided beforehand whom 
to save. Here, again, we have an example of Augustine’s con- 
ception of the absolute power of God; he is unwilling to limit 
divine freedom in the slightest degree: God can do as he pleases 
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with man, and he has settled from- all eternity what is going 
to happen to every individual. Man has had his chance in 
Adam; he abused the privilege, and God knew he would abuse 
it; but he was under no compulsion to go wrong and he has 
no right to complain if he is not among the elect. Nevertheless, 
if lie truly loves God, if he has the holy will, he is redeemed. 

Those whom God has chosen for redemption constitute the 
City of God, and those who arc chosen for destruction form 
the city of this world, the Inngdom of evil. Human history rep- 
resents a struggle between the two kingdoms, the last stage of 
which is the period inaugurated by Christ, through whom divine 
grace is bestowed. The kingdom of God reaches its perfection 
in the Christian Church: it is the kingdom of God on earth. 
No one can he saved outside of the Church, although not every 
one in it will bo gaved. "Who is to be saved, no one knows. 
The battle between the forces of good and evil will end in the 
victory of the righteous; then will follow the great Sabbath, 
in which the members of the City of God uill enjoy eternal 
blessedness, while the children of evil will suffer eternal punish- 
ment in the eternal fire together with the devil. 


BEGINNINGS OP SCHOLASTICISM 
20. Dark Aces 

Patristic philosophy reached its climax in the .system of Au- 
gustine, which was the last great product of classical-Christian 
civilization and a heritage bequeathed by dying „ , 

X- •. X -x t. I • m * New Peoples 

antiquity to its barbarian successors. The century 

that had given birth to this worh also witnessed the downiaii oi 
the 'Western Roman Empire and the rise to political power of 
tlie young and vigorous peoples of the North. The Visigoths 
took possession of Gaul and Spain, the Vandals overran Africa, 
and the Ostrogoths placed themselves on the throne of the 
Ca^ars (476). Tlie problem now became to amalgamate Roman- 
Christian culture with tbe notions and institutions of the Ger- 
manic peoples, a task which required a thousand years to 
complete. During this period, called tbe Jliddle Ages, a new 
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civilization is slowly developed from the mixture of materials 
contributed by the different human factors involved, and a new ' 
political, social, intellectual, and religious order arises. How 
thoroughgoing was the process of transformation going on, may 
be seen from the evolution of new languages, new states, new 
customs and laws, new religions, new forms of life of every kind ; 
the old civilization disappeared in the great melting-pot of Euro- 
pean races. The completion of the process marks the beginning 
of the modem era. 

That this work did not proceed very rapidly is not surprising; 
the traditions and institutions of the past could not be assimi- 
lated except by slow degrees. No people changes its life all at 
once, and no people is ever completely transformed. Before 
becoming the bearers of the civilization offered by Homan Chris- 
tianity, the barbarous tribes had many lessons to learn; they 
were obliged to assimilate the new culture witii their own organs; 
it had to pass into a barbarian soul with a long history of its 
own. Nor is it surprising that the higher culture of the old 
world should have fallen into neglect and that the Held of phi- 
losophy, which the Christians had in part appropriated and ' 
cultivated, should have lain fallow for many centuries. It was 
no time for the construction of metaphysical and theological 
systems; the age was confronted with serious practical problems 
in eveiy department of human activity. Besides, philosophy is 
a man’s business, and the new peoples were still in their school--” 
days. The very elements and instruments of knowledge had 
first to be acquired before they could appreciate the highest 
achievements of a cultivated race. The immediate problems were 
pedagogical, and the learned literature of the period, from Axi- 
gustine down to the ninth century, was largely limited to text- 
books on the seven liberal arts and compendia of Christian 
dogmatics. 

Philosophy, tethered as it was to Christian theology, was 
merely preserving the traditions of the past. In the more culti- 
vated Eastern Empire interest in theological questions was w’cll- 
nigh universal, but it expressed itself in fruitless dogmatic con- 
troversies and in the production of encyclopedic manuals or 
systematized collections of the dogmas, like that of John of n 
D amascus (around 700). In the West, scientific, logical, and y 
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philosophical test-books and commentaries were written by Mar- 
tianus Capella (around 430), Boethius (480-525), and Cassio- 
dorus (477-570), while Isidore of Seville (+636) and the 
Venerable Bede (674-735) achieved an easy fame for learning 
by compiling compendia remarkable only for tlieir meagerness 
of original thought. For several centuries there were practically 
two distinct literatures running along side by side, the classical 
and the Christian} for the hybrid Christian works many educated 
Greeks and Romans had nothing but contempt. Of the classical 
philosophy, which continued along the lines of Stoicism, Neo- 
pythagoreanism, and Neoplatonism we have already spoken in 
our account of Greek thought. 

"With the conversion of the educated classes in the Roman 
Empire, and the development of the ecclesiastical organization, 
the Christian clergy had gradually assumed the . . 
intellectual leadership which formerly rested in the 
philosophers* schools, and had become the custo- 
dians of loamiug} nearly aU the great writers in the East and 
West belonged to the clergy. At the beginDing of the Middle 
Ages, however, with the ascendency of the Germanic races, the 
torch of knowledge dickered dimly, and the secular Christian 
clergy, recruited now, for the most part, from the sons of bar- 
barians, found neither pleasure nor honor in the cultivation of 
Greek philosophy, literature, and art. The seventh and eighth 
'centuries constitute perhaps the darkest period of our Western 
European civilization, a period of boundless ignorance and bru- 
tality, in which the literary and artistic achievements of the 
classical past seemed destined to be lost in the general ruin. It 
was during this bleak age that the monasteries became the ref- 
uge, not only of the persecuted and oppressed, but of the despised 
and neglected liberal arts. In them, what had survived of 
■ literature, science, and art was being preserved and cultivated ; 
manuscripts were’ copied and the love of higher spiritual ideals 
kept alive. The monasteries also established schools, and gave 
instruction, meager and barren though it was. A more hopeful 
epoch began when Charlemagne, in order to encourage education, 
called scholars to his realm and founded schools in which tlie 
seven liberal arts (grammar, rhetoric, logic, arithmetic, geome- 
try, astronomy, and music) were taught; Paul the Deacon (the 
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historian of the Lombards), Einhard, Angilbert, and, greatest 
of all, the Anglo-Saxon Alenin (735-80i), a pupil of the monas- 
tic school at York, who became the Emperor’s chief adviser in 
matters of education, and who seems to have succeeded in arous- 
ing a lively interest in philosophical questions at his monastic 
school at Tours. Alcuin himself wrote text-books on grammar, 
rhetoric, and dialectics, — ^the triiHum , — and a work on psy- 
chology that shows the influence of the Platonie-Augustinian 
conceptions. Among his pupils were Prodegisus (author of 
Do iiihilo €t tenebris) and Rabanus Maurus (776-856), eom- 
pilator and text-book writer, who has been called the creator of 
the German schools. 

No work of any importance to the liistory of thought appeared, 
however, until the middle oftheninthcentury, when John Scotus 
Erigena (or Eriugena) published a book which may be regarded 
as the continuation of Patristic pliilosophy and the forcrvmner 
of a new era in the history of Christian thinking. To this period, 
which has received the name of Scholasticism, wc shall now 
turn, outlining first the general characteristics of the Middle 
Ages. 

Church, Beginning of the Middle Ages; P. Munroe, History of Edu- 
cation; Graves, Uistory of Medieval Education, chaps, i-iv; Mullinger, 
The Schools of Charles the Great; Lecky, op. cit., chap, iv; Gaskoiii, 
Alcuin; West, Alcuin and the Itise of Christian Schools; Werner. 
Alcuin «nd sein Jahrhundert. Feasy, Monasticism; Wisbart, Short 
History of Monies and Monasteries; Gasquet, English Monastic Life; 
Zockler, Askesc und Monchtum; Heimbueher, Orden und Kongrega- 
tionen, 3 vols.; A,. Hamack, ilfanastiCism; trausl. by Kellett and 
Marseille. 


21. Spirit op the MronLB Ages and Ciiristian Philosophy 

Daring thff Middle Ages, the irord.? iiat} 2 ority, obedience, 
subordination, form important ternus in the vocabulary of life. 

In polities, religion, morals, education, philosophy, 
Ai^on\^ BCicnee, literature, art, — in every sphere of human 
activity, — the influence of organized Christianity 
is supreme. As the vice-gerent of God on earth and the source 
of revealed truth, the Church becomes the guardian of education, 
the censor of morals, the court of last resort in intellectual and 
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spiritual affairs, indeed the organ of cirilizatiou and the bearer 
of the keys of heaven. Since she rcceiv<^ the truth from God 
direct, what need is there of searching for it: what need of 
philosophy except as the handmaiden of theology? Unman 
reason is limited to sj’stematizing and rendering intelligible the 
revealed truths or dogmas of the Christian religion. The indi- 
vidual is subordinate to the Cimrch in his religious beliefs and 
practices, the Church stands between him and his God; in all 
the important matters of life and death, the shadow of the cross 
appears. There is no salvation for the individual outside the 
great City of God, which watches him from the cradle to the 
grave and even gives liim bis passports to heaven. Education, 
too, is a function of the ceelesiastic hierarchy: to be sure, who 
should teach God’s tnith but the mediator through whom it is 
revealed; and who, besides, exercise tlie censorship over human 
conduct but the supreme earthly authority of right and justice? 
The Church likewise holds herself superior to the State and 
seeks to apply her tlioorj* in practice, as witness her conflicts 
with the German Emperors; os the sun is to the moon, so is 
the Church to the Stale. The ambition of Pope Innocent III 
(1198-121G), under whom ecclesiastical power reached its climax, 
was to he the master of the world. The State itself in time comi*s 
to assume the same attitude of authority toward the people: 
kings rule by divine right and subjects ore divinely ordained 
to obey. Within the body politic the individual finds himself 
under restraint and discipline, socially, politically, oconomically: 
for the great mass obedience is the law of life, subjection of self 
to the authority of some group: olicdicncc to the ruler, obedi- 
ence to the lord, obedience to the guild, olietlicncc to the master, 
oliodicnce to the head of the family. Authority and tradition 
are superior to pubh’e cpinioa ao<1 tlte iticJividtial coasci^ctcc; 
faith, superior to reason; the corporation, superior to tlie per- 
son; and the caste, superior to the man. 

The phtlosophieal thought of this f>crio<I mirrors the spirit 
of the times. Tradition and nuthority jilny a loading rale in 
it; scholars swear by the Church, by Augastine, „ 

Plato or Aristotle, by their monastic orders or by 
their schools. Assuming the truth of the chureh 
doctrines and yet feeling a strong desire for .speculation, they 
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endeavor to harmonize, wherever they can, by reading the Chris- 
tian faith into their philosophies or their philosophies into the 
Christian faith. But the faith is the beginning and the end of 
their labors, theology the crown -of all knowledge, the royal 
science. And even where knowledge is dumb, where reason 
stumbles, the truths of religion are still believed, all the more 
firmly believed by some because of their mystery; and specu- 
lative theology is either cast aside as futile or consolation sought 
in the principle of a twofold truth, — truth of reason and truth 
of faith. 

Patristic philosophy had been occupied in developing and 
formulating the articles of faith and organizing them into a 
rational system. Scholasticism is confronted with a fixed body 
of established doctrine when it enters upon the scene; the proc- 
ess of fermentation had practically come to an end. It is con- 
fronted, likewise, with an organized hierarchy, ready and able 
to defend its truths against all dissenters with the weapons 
of Church and State. The problem now is to work out a eystem 
of thought that will square with the dogmas, that is, harmonize 
Science and Faith. The schoolmen, like the Greek philosophers ' 
before them, aim at a rational explanation of things; only they 
approach the task with a definite preconception of the goal. 
Certain fundamental truths arc already known; the scheme of 
salvation is itself a universal fact; the business of the philosopher 
is to interpret it, to connect it with the rest of our knowledge 
or to render it intelligible. The assumption of the medieval 
thinker is either that the truths of religion are rational, that rea- 
son and faith agree, that there can be no conflict between divine 
revelation and human thinking; or that, even though some of 
them may transcend human reason, they are, none the less, guar- 
anteed by faith, which is another source of knowledge. Under 
sucli circumstances, a number of alternatives are possible. The 
thinker may start out with the Christian w’orld-view and prove 
it with the help of philosophy or some particular system of 
philosophy ; or he may develop a system of philosophy of his own 
in harmony with Christian principles; or he may give his atten- 
tion to problems that have no direct connection with theology. 

In any case, however, the dogma will be the regulative principle ; 
the schoolman will not knowingly accept as true a proposition J 
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contradicting an essential article of faith, at least not vrithout 
offering some explanation leaving the truth of the dogma unim- 
pmred. He may satisfy himself, in some way, that both propo- 
sitions are true even though contradictory, but he will not drop 
the dogma. 

The purpose of scholasticism determines its method : in so far 
as it consists in the demonstration of propositions already ac- 
cepted, it will largely employ deduction. The 
nature of these propositions, and the need of prov- 
ing them, aecoimt for several other characteristics scholasticism 
of scholastic philosophy. The object of chief in- 
terest to the schoolman is the transcendent world, the world 
of God, the angels, and the saints; liis thought is fixed not so 
much on things of this phenomenal order as upon the invisible 
realm of spirits. This explains the great importance of theology 
and the relative unimportance of the natural and mental sci- 
ences in scholasticism. It also explains the failure of tlie 
schoolmen to occupy themselves 'with an empirical study of 
subjects in which they had an interest, namely, p^chology and 
ethics. They did not care so much about bow the soul acts, as 
about its ultimate nature and destiny; and that, in their opinion, 
could not be learned by analyzing its contents. Nor did it seem 
possible to appeal to the world of experience for an answer to 
the questions of ethics. The highest good is the blessed life in 
God, that is settled; but there are no empirical means of finding 
the way to such a life : it is bestowed by divine grace upon those 
who do the will of God. Obedience to the will of God is the 
standard of right and wrong; what his ^rill is cannot be discov- 
ered from an analysis of experience; it is a divine revelation. 
Scholastic ethics cannot abandon the field of theology. 

The truth is, the wor/d about which the schooiraan is chieBy 
concerned is not perceivable by the senses; he is dependent on 
his tliinking for the knowledge of which he is in search. Logic, 
therefore, is a most important study for him, particularly de- 
ductive or syllogistic logic: the logic of the method which he 
employs in his pursuit of truth. In this field the schoolmen 
evinced great subtlety, not only in analyzing logical processes, 
but, especially, in developing conceptions which have become a 
part of our intellectual heritage, — for better or for worse. The 


1C2 


PHILOSOPHY OF THE MIDDLE AGES 


theory of Imowledge did not make great strides with them: the 
possibility and the limits of knowledge did not, as a rule, strike 
them as problematical; they cherished an abiding dogmatic 
faith in the ability of reason to reach a certain land of truth. 
The nominalists, to be sure, took up the question of the validity 
of loiowledge, but the nominalists are no longer genuine 
scboolmcn. 

Wc can distinguish in scliolasticism several important phases. 
Wc have already called attention to John Scotus Erigena, who 
may be regarded as the precursor of the movement, 
iSLdeism his eystem is by no means a typical 

scholastic q^stem. The period beginning w’ith the 
ninth and ending with the twelfth century is largely influenced 
by Platonic conceptions; Platonism, Neoplatonism, and Angus- 
tinianism are the dominant philosophical forces. Ideas or uni- 
versala are conceived, in the Platonic sense, as the real essences 
of things and as prior to things {universalia sunt realia ante 
res). This is Platonic realism, of which Anselm is the leading 
representative. The thirteenth century witnesses the rise of 
Aristotle’s philosophy, Christianity allies itself with the great 
Greek thinker; universal are now conceived as real, not, how- • 
ever, as prior to things, but in them (nm’uersolio stint realia tn 
rehus). This teaching is called jlristotelian realism. The thir- 
teenth century is the period of comprehensive systems ; the lead- 
ing thinkers being Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas. The 
period of bloom is followed by a period of decline (from the 
scholastic standpoint) in the fourteenth century; universals are 
now regarded, not as the essences of things, but as mere con- 
cepts in the mind or as mere words or names {nomina) : par- 
ticular things alone are real (universaHa sunt realia post res). 
This is nominalism. John Duns Scotus and 'William of Occam 
are the leaders of this movement, the consequences of which are 
destructive of scholastic presuppositions. For scholastic realism 
the universe is, as it was for Plato and Aristotle, an ideal uni- 
verse, a system of ideas or forms, which are somehow mirrored 
in the phenomenal world as the essential qualities of things. It 
is a rational, logical world, and can, therefore, be thought out; 
the reason expressed in it is the same reason that reveals itself j 
in the human mind. The forms, which make the objects of a - 
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class what they are, agree with our thoughts or universal notions. 
Now, if such universal ideas are merely thoughts in our heads 
or, worse yet, mere names, if there is nothing real corresponding 
to them, in things or apart from things, then we can have no 
knowledge, through them, of things, no rational knowledge of 
the universe and universals. Belief in the power of reason to 
reach truth is weakened or breaks down entirely. The philosophy 
of the Sliddle Ages, in other words, does not remain true to its 
scholastic principles, and scliolasticism loses its vogue in the 
fourteenth century. 

This means that the union between reason and faith, philoso- 
phy and religion, becomes less firm. The view that the doctrines 
of faith and the deliverances of reason agree, is gradually modi- 
fied. It is held, either that some of the dogmas can be explained 
or rendered intelligible and that others transcend reason; or 
that none can he explained, that they are not objects of philo- 
sophical Imowledgc at all, that the truths of religion lie beyond 
the reach of reason, that reason cannot fathom them. The latter 
view amounts to the abandonment of scholasticism as such and 
leads to the deliverance of philosophy from servitude to dog- 
matic theology. 

The sources on which the early schoolineD depended were Patristic 
literature, Greek philosophy, and, later, Arabian and Jewish specula- 
tions. The Greek philosophical material at their Oq--™ 
disposal, down to the middle of the twelfth centurj', 
consisted of Latin translations of: parts of Plato’s Timaus (by Cicero 
and Chalcidins), Aristotle’s Calegorifs and Interpretation (by Bo- 
ethius), Porphyiy’s Introilucliou to the Categories (by Boethius and 
Victoriens). Plato’s J/eno and Pbado were translated in the twelfth 
century, Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, in the middle of the eleventh. 
Of Latin philosophers they knew the writings of Boethius, Martianns 
Capella, Cassiodonts, CJaudianus ilamectus; Vietorinus, On De^nitian; 
Apuleius, On riaio’s Doctrine; Pscndo-Apulcius, ^Isclepius/ Jfacro- 
bius; the Pseiido-Dionj'sius; Isidore of Seville. Aristotle’s Analytics 
and Topics became known in translation after 1123, and the meta- 
physic.'il and plij*sical works about 1200. 

Cf. Turner, Uistonj of Philosophy, p. 2-13; Ueberweg-Heinze, Ger- 
man edition. Part II, §21, One print, §18, fine print. For special 
bibliography on Seliolastieisra sec Uebcnveg-IIeinzc, § 19, and Picavet, 
PAi7ojop/jtes meiliecales, pp. sv-xxsiv. 
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22. John Scotus Ebigena 

At the end of the fifth centuiy a collection of writings appeared which 
were falsely attributed to Dionysius the Areopagite, the supposed first 
Bishop of Athens, but which breathe the spirit of Neoplatonism. They 
aroused great interest and exerted a profound influence on medieval 
thought. Among those who came under the spell of their mystical 
pantheism was John Scotus Erigena, who translated them into Latin 
and reared a system of philosophy upon their foundation. He was 
bom in Ireland in 810, educated in the Irish schools, and called by 
Charles the Bald to head the Sehola Palatina at Paris. The date of 
his death is unknown, though be is supposed to have lived until 877. 
His philosophy is presented in his work De divisione naiura:. 

Works in Migne, Patrologia Latina, vol. CXXII. (The works of the 
pseudo-Areopagite, in Greek and Latin, in Migne, Patrologia Grceca, 
vols. Ill and IV; English translation by Parker.) 

Poole, Medieval Thought; A. Gardner, John the Scot; monographs 
by Taillandier, Huber, StSckl, Noack. 

Scotus Erigena identifies theology and philosophy, authority 
and reason, faith and knowledge, holding that the truths of reli- 
, gion are rational truths. True religion and true 

^owl^dge philosophy are the same. Faith is not the mere 

credulous acceptance of a proposition, but such 
acceptance as is supported by reason; it is a rational, intelligent 
faith. The dogmas, he thinks, are truths which have been dis- 
covered by reason and transmitted by the Fathers of the Church. 
In order to justify his rationalistic position, Scotus is compelled 
to make frequent use of allegory in interpreting Scripture and 
the writings of the church authorities. 

The theology of Scotus moves in the familiar atmosphere of 
Neoplatonism and Augustinian ideas. God is the beginning, 
p . middle, and end of all things ; from him they come, 
in him and through him they exist, and to him they 
will return. He created the world out of nothing, or out of 
himself, the causeless first cause; or, as Scotus expresses it: Na- 
ture (as God) is an uncreated creator, the uncreated creating 
principle (naUira creans). He created the world according to 
the plan or eternal patterns in his mind (the Logos), which is 
an expression of his being: his intelligence is responsible for 
the form and order in things, and continues to act on them ; or, 
as Scotus puts it : Nature (as Logos) is a created creator, while 
nature (as the things produced by the Logos) is created and non- 
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creative. Everjiliing, physical as well as mental, will return 
to God and be eternally at rest, for he is the ultimate goal of 
all creation; in this sense, Scotus calls nature (God) the un- 
created and non-creating. God, a.s being, is Father; as Logos, 
or wisdom, Son; as life, Holy Ghost. 

The universe is an expression or product of God's essence:^ 
everj’thing,— his thought, the Logos, the phenomenal world, — ^ 
proceeds from him. But the manifestation is not separate from 
God; it is not something cast off, but the linng garment of God. 
God and his creation arc one; he is in his creation and his 
creation in him. They arc one and the same in the sense that 
lie reveals himself in creatures; the invisible and incomprehen- 
sible One makes himself visible; he that is without form and 
quality gives himself form and quality. The universe appears 
to man as a divided, manifold, and plural universe, as a iheo- 
phauij; hut, in principle, it iS"one single undivided whole, a 
whole in which all opposites are reconciled. 

God, then, is immanent in the w'orld; but he is also tran- 
scendent. That is, Scotus is unnilling to conceive the universe 
as exhausting or even diminishing the divine nature. It is only 
a partial unfolding, and there is infinitely more than is ex- 
pressed. Just as one light can be seen and one voice heard by 
many persons without loss to the light or voice, so all things 
share in divine existence without depriving God of the fullness 
of his being. Consequently, whatever terms we may employ faU 
to describe him: he is beyond anything language can express, 
far beyond all the categories of thought. Yes, to predicate any- 
thing of him is to limit him ; to affirm one quality is to negate 
another. He is supercssential ; he transcends goodness, deity, 
truth, etemit3% and wisdom. In this sense he is the ineffable, 
incomprehensible, unknowable, undcfinable principle, of whom 
nothing and yet everything (his expression, the waj' he manifests 
himself) can be predicated. - 

From this pantheistic doctrine it would follow that man, too, 
is a manifestation of the divine principle, hut Scotus is not 
readj’ to draw the conclusion: it would imply human determinism 
and impute evil to God. Jlan is more than phenomenal body, 
he is the microcosm, a living spirit and responsible for his fall 
from God self ward. God cannot be the cause of evil; there is 
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no idea of evil in God. Evil is but the privation of good, as 
Augustine had taught. Through a union vdth human nature, 
the Logos helps to redeem men, some being united with God, 
others brought back to their original love of God. 

As all things come from God, so all strive to return to him: 
he is both the source and goal of their existence. The return 
. . to God is made possible by mystical exaltation, by 
^ contemplating his divine nature, by rising above 

sense and reason and keeping before our minds nothing but the 
incomprehensible transcendency of his being. In this state of 
mystical ignorance, we plunge into the divine darkness and 
lose ourselves in its life. 

Seotus Erigena, may be called a forerunner of scholasticism 
in so far as he aims to render the Christian conceptions intel- 
ligible by inserting them into a universal system, and in so far 
as his philosophy contains the germs of medieval realism. His 
thinking, however, was far too independent, and his teachings 
too little in harmony with orthodox views, to find a welcome 
among the Christian scholars of his time: it was not to be 
expected that they would prefer the pseudo-Areopagite to Au- 
gustine. Jlore in accordance with the demands of the age was 
the w’ork of his contemporary Paschasius Radbertus, who pre- ' 
sented Augustinian thoughts in simplified form. 


23. Problem op Universals: REiVLisar and Nominalism 

The appearance of John Seotus was but a momentary spark 
of light in the medieval darkness; after his death came another 
long interval of intellectual quiet. The teachers of 
Schoolmen ‘ seven liberal arts ” continued to present the 

traditional dialectics in the time-honored text- 
books, and did not expend their efforts in the construction of 
theologies. They had their Augustine to fall back on, and, if 
panthcistieally inclined, could revel in the pantheistic mysticism 
of the psendo-Dionysius, whose writings were now available in 
a Latin translation by Seotus Erigena, or study the books of 
Seotus himself. In their logical studies, however, they were 
giving some attention to a question wduch had a bearing on the 
theory of knowledge and metaphysics; and which was destined 
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to become the parnmount i!?sue in the historj' of scholasticism. 
Tlie question was, ns Porphyry phmswl it in his In(ro<h(ction, 
whcUier univcrsals (poupra and species) are real sulwtanccs or ex- 
ist merely in the mind, whether in ease they nrc realities they arc 
corporeal or incorporeal, and whether they exist apart from con- 
crete sensible thinps or in them. It was the problem of the sub- 
stantiality of the Platonic ideas and Aristotelian fonns, a problem 
that had playc<l such n sipniScant p.srt in the theories of the great 
Greek philosophers. The various logical treatises wlucli had been 
traiLsmittcd to the period we arc now considering, pnx'c different 
answers to the question. Some declared for Platonic realism 
(univcrsals are realities prior to things), some for Aristotelian 
realism (univcrsals are realities in things), others for nomi- 
nalism (univcrsals are nioro names for particular tilings, not 
prior to them, nor in them, but afUr them). Porphyry was a 
decided realist; Boethius, Macrobiiis, and Chalcidins took mid- 
dle ground, while Mnrtianus Cnpvlla was a clear and out-spoken 
nominalist. John Scotus himself was a realist: he conceived 
univcrsals ns existing prior to particular objects ns well ns in 
them; the plicnomcnal world, as an exprt«ion of the thought 
of Oo<l, cannot exist apart from them. Such views were also 
held during the ninth and tenth centuries in more or less unde- 
veloped form, but not definitely worked out until later. Many 
of the logicians, unacqunintcrl with Aristotle's works, accepted 
the Aristotelian conception that particulars arc the true realities, 
but interpreted it in a vague nominalistic sense; tlicy did not 
make clear to themselves exactly what nominalism implied. 

Bameb, Gfsehiehte dca Uominalismua ror Soseellin. 

To be mentioned in this connection nrc: Erie of Anxerre; his pnpil 
nemigius; the work Super Porphprium by a pupil of Rabanus 
JIaurus, — all of the ninth century; Poppo, Reinhard, Notkor Labeo 
(+1022), Oerbert (died 1003 a.s Pope Sylvester U), Fulbert (1029), 
Berengar of Tours (-f-lOSS). The interest in these subjects became 
so keen that some of the more coiiscn’ativc churclimen protested 
ag.iinf( the attempts of the dialecticians to subordinate the teachings 
of Scripture to the authority of dialectics; and Petrus Damiani (1007- 
1072) declared tliat logic should be onci7t<t Domini, the handmaiden 
of the Lord. 

The full significance of the teachings of realism and nomi- 
nalism and their bearing on metaphysics and theology were not 
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• understood until the second half of the eleventh century,— not 
until they had been practically tried out, as it were. Eoseelin * 

^ taught a pronounced nominalism and made it the 
No^Sism of his interpretation of the Trinity. His 

argument was as follows: Particular substances 
alone eidst, general concepts are mere names and words by 
means of which we define particular objects. Hence, there is 
no single reality corresponding to the general name God; the 
notion of the Godhead, which we apply to the Trinity, is a mere 
name or word. There is not one substance God, but three par- 
ticular substances or persons, who, however, are equal in power. 

This view was in direct opposition to the ofBcial trinitarian 
doctrine and aroused great indignation and opposition. The 
Council of Soissons (1092) condemned Eoscelin’s 
Eea^m^ “ interpretation of the Trinity and compelled him 
to recant. Although nominalism ns such was not 
included in the condemnation, it lost prestige and did not 
reappear until the fourteenth century. The schoolmen adopted, 
instead, Platonic realism, which, though modified and developed 
in various ways, remained the dominant conception throughout" 
the twelfth century. It was well suited to ward off just such^ 
attacks as Roscelin had made on the Trinity, and to give rational 
support to the entire Church doctrine. If universals are real, 
if they are not mere tags or labels for groups of particular 
things, then the notion of the Trinity can mean more than the 
sum of three persons. The dispute over the question of uni- 
versals was more than a logical quibble; far-reaching meta- 
physical and theological implications were involved in the 
answers. The view that our general concepts, onr logical 
thoughts, are not mere subjective ideas in the mind, hut have 
a reality of their own apart from the mind, implies that the 
universe is rational and knowable. It implies that truth is not 
mere subjective opinion, but that there is objective truth, uni- 
versally valid truth, and that it is the business of philosophy 
to realize it in conceptual thought. It implies that there exist, 
besides particular individual phenomena which arise and pass 
away, permanent realities, which never die. The scholars of the 
Church found in this basal conception a splendid buttress upon 
• See Picavc^ Roaedin. I 
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■which to rest their entire intellectual and ecclesiastical structure. 
God is such a universal idea, superior to and outlasting mere 
phenomenal existence ; mantind is such a universal reality, which 
was corrupted in Adam and made whole again in Christ; the 
Church is such an abiding entity over and above the temporal 
members who compose it; an ideal whole not affected in its 
essence by the coming and going of its parts. We see, it was 
not by a mere whim that the orthodox churchmen shelved nomi- 
nalism and rallied around the standard of Platonic realism : they 
chose the doctrine which gave the Christian world-view and 
scheme of life a meaning in their eyes. 


DEYELOPilENT OP SCHOLASTIC REALISM 
24. Anselji op Canterbdrt 

Anselm (1033-1109), Archbishop of Canterbury, opposes the 
nominalistic heresies of Roscelin in a system of thought based 
on Platonic and Augustinian principles. He is the 
true type of the schoolman ; firmly convinced of tlie ® “ 
truth of the dogmas and yet possessed of a strong philosophical 
impulse, he seeks to prove to reason what has to be accepted ou 
authority. He bravely includes in his attempt to rationalize the 
faith not only such general propositions as the existence of God, 
but the entire church scheme of salvation, the Trinity, the 
Incarnation, and the redemption of man. We must believe the 
Catholic doctrine, — that is beyond cavil, — but we should also 
trj' to understand what we believe, understand why it is true; 
remembering always, however, that where intelligence fails us, 
it behooves ws leveTCUtly to bow to faith. 

Among Anselm’s works we mentioa: Slonologium; Froslogium^ Cur 
Deus homoT These and the monk Gaaoilo’s criticism of Anselm’s 
ontological a^nment, translated by S. N, Deane. 

Chorcb, St. Anselm; Rigg, St. Anselm; Role, JAfe and Times of St. 
Anselm; Pere Ragey, Btsloire de St. Anselme, and St. Anselme pro- 
fesseur; de Verges, St. Anselme; 'also bool^ by Hasse, Remosat, 
Mohler (transl.). 

Anselm bases his celebrated proo& for the existence of God 
on the Platonic conception that nniversals have an existence 
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independent of particular objects. In his Monologium (written 
about 1070) he makes use of the cosmological argument, which 
had already been employed by Augustine, and which need not 
be repeated here. In his Proslogiuvi, however, he offers another 
proof, also based on Platonic realism, the so-called ontological 
proof, with which his name has become linked in the history of 
thought. This proof consists in deducing the existence of God 
from the concept of God, in showing that the very idea of God 
implies his existence. The idea of God is the notion of some- 
thing, greater than which nothing can be thought, that is, the 
idea of a perfect being. Now, if God did not exist, this idea 
would not be the idea of the greatest thing thinkable; there 
would be something greater still. The idea of a being having 
existence is the idea of a more perfect being than the idea of 
one having no existence. Hence, God as the most perfect being 
must exist. That is what Anselm means by saying the perfec- 
tion of God implies the existence of God. 

This conclusion, however, does not follow from Anselm's 
premises. His reasoning proves .no more tlian that when we 
think of a being as existing, we are thinking of a being that is 
more perfect than a non-existent being. Tlio notion of an ex- 
isting being is the notion of a being that has more qualities than 
a being conceived as not having existence. He does not prove 
that God exists, but merely that the idea of an existing God 
connotes or means more than a mere subjective idea of God. 
And looked at logically, this is Inie; but it does not ncccs.sarily 
follow from the notion of a perfect being, wliich notion carries 
with it the idea of existence, that such a being exists. It must 
not be forgotten, however, that the ontological argument will 
seem cogent to any one accepting the realistic presupposition 
that universals have an extra-mental reality. 

The fallacy in Anselm's ailment W'as exposed by the monk 
Gaunilo in his anonymously published book Against the Reason- 
ing in Anselm*s Proslogium. The being of God in the mind, he 
declares, is the same as the being of any other thing in the mind, 
that is, so far as it is thought. In the same way in wliieh 
Anselm proves the existence of God, one might prove the exist- 
ence of a perfect island. Thomas Aquinas more than a hun- 
dred years later also subjected this argmiient to careful analysis. 
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It was, Iiowever, frequently used in scholastic philosophy, — for 
example, by 'William of Auxerre and Alexander of Hales. 

In the book Cur Deus homo? (written 1094 and 1098) Anselm 
offers his theoiy of the scheme of redemption, which he conceives 
as a conflict between the justice and mercy of God. The fall 
of Adam brought with it the sin of the entire human race. God’s 
justice demands satisfaction, but his love prevents him from 
inflicting the punishment or suffering necessary to set things 
right. Christ, the God-man, who is innocent of sin, sacrifices 
himself for man, thereby satisfying the demands of justice. 

The application which Roscelin had made of nominalism em- 
phasized the interest in the question of universals among his 
contemporaries and successors. Ansclni criticises 
the nominalistic view from the standpoint of 
realism, which, as wc have pointed out, is admirably 
suited to Ids orthodox purpose: universals arc real; the particu- 
lar objects constituting a class form a real unity; “ the many 
men in the species are one man,” he says; “ the many persons 
[in the Trinity], each single one of whom is perfect God, arc 
one God.” Tlic question arises, Wliat is the relation of this 
universal to the particular objects; what part do individuals 
play in the sehemet William of Champeanx (1070-1121) holds 
that the genus and species to which an individual belongs arc 
completely present in every indiridual, and individuals differ 
from one another merely in their accidental properties, f.c., they 
do not differ csscniiallij at all. Abelard pointed out to liim tlint, 
in that case, the same substance would have different, and even 
contradictory’, properties; it would, for example, be in different 
places at the same time. If luimnn nature is completely in Soc- 
rate.-?, it cannot be in PJato; if, however, wc say it is also in 
Plato, then Plato must be Socrates, and Socrates must be in 
Plato’s place ns well as in his own. "William afterward modified 
his theory'; he had irot intended to deny the e.ssential difference 
of indiriduals, and most likely did not see the difficulties in 
which the realistic interpretation of logical categories involved 
him. 

According to the work Dc gcncribus cf spcciehus, the author of 
which is unknown, but which is referred to the early part of 
the twelfth century, the imiversal inheres, not in the individual 
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as such, but in nil the indiTiduals of the same species. Thus, 
the common element which inheres in all the partieulaTs of a 
class is matter; that which differentiates it from other particu- 
lars of the same class, its individuality, is the form. 

25. Peter Abelard and the Schoolmen op the Twelfth 
Century 

The most interesting figure among all these schoolmen is Peter 
Abelard (Abxlardus or Abeillard), who was bom, 1079, in Pallet, 
Abelard Paris, 1142, after many conflicts with 

the Church. lie wa.s a roan of remarkable talents 
and the most brilliant teacher of his time. lie employed a method 
which consisted in giving, after every important thesis dis- 
cussed, the views of opposing authorities {dicta pro et contra) 
and leaving the solution of the problem to the reader himself, 
with suggestions of the principles for deciding the question. 
His pupil Peter the Lombard followed this method in a text* 
book on Theology which became the model for all succeeding 
medieval works of the kind. 

Among Abelard’s works atex-Epistols; J«frod«cf»o ad theologian; 
Ethica; Sic et non; DialogUfS inter phUosophum, Judeeum et Chriatianum; 
Historia calamilalum (autobiography). Edition of works by Cousin, 
2 vols.; theological writings in Aligne, vol. CLXXVIII. JIcCabe, 
Abelard; Edmusat, Abelard, 2 vols.; Hausrath, Abelard; Th. Ziegler, 
Abelard {Zeller-Festschrift, 1884). 

Abelard seems to occupy middle ground between the nomi- 
nalism of Roscelin and the original form of 'William’s realism 
(both had been his teachers), but does not offer a definite solu- 
tion of the problem. He opposes the view that universals are 
real ante res except in the mind of God; we cannot predicate 
a thing of a thing, and we can predicate a universal of many 
things, hence a universal cannot be a thing. Nor is the uni- 
versal a mere word as such ; it is a word only in so far as it is 
predicated of a class of objects, that is, in relation to the objects 
denoted; universals are, therefore, not words (voces) but 
sermones. Perhaps he meant by this that universal ideas, which 
connote the properties common to a class of objects, are concepts 
in the mind, and that the terms or words used to express such 
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concepts are scrmoncs. This would be the view called concept 
tualis7n, which has been given as Abelard’s meaning; but he 
does not seem to have worked it out. lie was chiefly interested 
in showing that onivereals are not entities apart from things, 
as well os that there are essential differences between things. 
It is not unlikely that Abelard was in doubt himself as to the 
correct view; his great admiration for both Plato and Aristotle 
perhaps made him feel that both were right. "What he par- 
ticularly desired to emphasize was that our thinldng should be 
of things,' that the purpose of speech is to express thought, but 
that thoughts must conform to things. 

In his work on Theology, which was condemned at the Coun- 
cil of Sens, in 1140, Abelard emphasizes the need of examining 
our faith in order that it may not be a blind faith, and to this 
end he recommends training in logic and the use of logical 
methods in theologj’. Reason should precede faith; we ought 
to see the reasonableness of it. On the other band he evidently 
believes that a strict logical proof of the dogmas cannot be 
offered, and makes their acceptance an act of free will, for which 
we are to be rewarded in the future life by a knowledge of the 
grounds of faith. This shows how firmly Abelard was held in 
the grip of the scholastic method; in spite of the independence 
of his thought and his respect for reason, his attitude is essen- 
tially scholastics reflect upon the dogma as profoundly as you 
can, do not accept it until you have inquired into its reasons, 
but after you have doubted and inquired, and it still does not 
appeal to you, make up your mind to accept it nevertheless, for 
accept it you must. 

The part of his Theology which aroused the greatest opposi- 
tion and led to the condemnation of the book was his doctrine 
of the Trinity. In the Trinity, he said, the Father is the One, 
or Goodness; the Son is the Logos, or the mind of God {vovi), 
containing the ideas; and the Holy Ghost is the world-soul. 
He also characterizes the three persons as the power, wisdom, 
and good will of God. 

In his ethics Abelard emphasizes the importance of the good 
will. The rightness and wrongness of an act lie not in the 
deed, but in the intention of the agent; the act as such is indif- 
ferent, as are also natural inclinations to evil, which are due 
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to original sin. “ God considers not what is done, but in what 
spirit it is done; and the merit or praise of the agent lies not 
in the deed, but in the intention.” Sin consists in our consent 
to evil recognized as such by us, — in willing what we know to 
be wrong, — and is, therefore, an act of free will. Morality, in 
other u’ords, is a matter of conscience. So long as the agent acts 
in accordance with his conscience, in conformity with what he 
thinks is right, he may err, but he docs not sin. His act is 
truly virtnous, however, only in case what he thinks is right 
is right, in case his stibjeetive conviction agrees with objective 
principles of right. Abelard has in mind the distinction between 
subjectively moral and objectively moral acts. In a broader 
sense, everything is sin that is contrary to what is right, but 
in the narrow sense, only the conscious and voluntarj’ pursuit of 
evil is sin. 

But why is it sinful to eonscut to what is thought to be wrongl 
Because such consent implies a downright contempt of God, 
a disobedience of the divine will, a violation of his commands, 
and that is the greatest of all sins. A good will is one that is 
prompted by the love of God and acts in obedience to divine 
command. Such commands themselves Abelard regards as arbi- 
trary deliverances of divine freedom j they differ for different 
times, but obedience to them is moral and is required. Here, 
again, wc see how, in spite of occasional symptoms of inde- 
pendent thinking, the spirit of scholasticism will out at last. 


The school of Chartres, of which Bernard of Chartres (died be- 
tween 1124 and 1130) and Im brother Thierry (+1150) were the heads, 

,p. r, 1 1 and which counted among its followers Bernard of 

Tours, William of Conches (+1154), Gilbert of Poitiers 
01 unanres (+ 1154 ), Walter of Bfortague (+1174), and Adelard 
of Batb, studied and sought to develop the Platonic doctrines, so far 
as they were known at that time, sometimes in connection with Aris- 
totle’s views. Aristotle’s Analytics^ Topics, and Fallacies first became 
known to tbe schoolmen in Latin translations (1128). The school of 
CbartrCs eshibifed a keen interest, not only in dialectical studies, but 
also in astronomy, mathematics, medicine, physics, physiological and 
psychological questions, books on which were being translated from the 
Arabic. A realism similar to Plato’s was accepted by those who dis- 
cussed the logical problems; nniver&als, or concepts of genera and 
species (according to Bernard of Tours, also notions of particular 
things), exist in purity in tbe divine mind. To them matter in some ] 
way owes its form. Bodies are said to subsist in them as water exists ^ 
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in the bed of a river; or “native forms'* are introduced to explain 
bodies, — forms which are related to the pure ideas in the divine mind 
as a thing is to its pattern;— or the nature of the relation is left unde- 
termined. Material objects manifest the form or idea obscurely. The 
intellect can attend to the forms or common qualities in bodies by ab- 
straction. Cf. TIeberweg-Heinie, op. cit., 1 25. 

We have called attention to the method employed by Abelard in his 
teaching and writings, that of stating the opinions {sententice, sentences) 
of diUcrent authorities on the subjects under discussion, 

The method was not a new one; it had been followed in a 
number of text-books of theology, which were called 
Sentences or Summaries of Sentences (Summee sententiarum) ; among 
others in Robert Pullejm’s (-+-1J50) iScMfcntiarufn lihri veto and Hugo 
of St, "Victor’s fumma aentenfiaram. (The writers of such books were 
also called S’Mmmists.) Peter Lombard ('f'llC4), making good use of 
all these works, published a book Libri quatro sententiarum, which 
formed the basis of theological inslmclion for centuries, and won for 
its author the title maqister sententiarum. The four boolm of this work 
discuss: God as the absolute Good; creatures; incarnation, redemption, 
and the virtues; the seven sacraments. Other Snmmisfs of this period 
are Robert of Melan, -Hugo of Rouen (-fUW), Peter of Poitiers 
(4*1205), and Simon of ToumaL Abin of Lille (4*1203, Abnns ab 
insuUs) presents the subjects token up in tbe Sentences in tbe form of 
a dogmatic system. In his De arte fidei calfioh'e<t and BequJtr theo- 
toffica he employs the mathematical-deductive method, attempting to 
base theology on fundamental principles. In spite of his TatiooaUstie 
ideal, however, Abin frequently betrays skeptical and mystical tend- 
encies. Tbe doctrines of the Church are more certain than all our 
worldly sciences, but not absolutely certain. Faith, too, has its merit; 
if they were absolutely certain, there would be no merit in believing 
them. 

The Englishman John of Salisbury (c. 1115-1180), to whom we are 
indebted for information concerning many schoolmen of his age, 
criticises the entire scholastic movement as dealing with TQ;.n Qf 
fruitless controverries, and demands tbe reform of logic Saijoku-Y 
in his iletalofficus. He is in favor of realistic studies in 
education, and of the absolute independence of the Church from the 
State, in his book Policratieus. All knowledge, he thinks, ought to be 
practical; whatever does not help us either in acting on nature or in 
doing our duty, is useless. Our true good lies in a pious life; we 
should believe in the doctrines of the Church, even though we cannot 
prove them. 

Works edited by Giles, 5 rob, and by Migne, rol. CXCIX; Pciierati- 
eus by Webb, 2 vols. Sebaarschmidt, Johannes Saresheriensis. 


26. Mysticism and Pantheism 

The pliilosopliieal-theologieal movement which we have been 
describing has as its aim the rational interpretation of the Chris- 
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to original sin. ‘ ‘ God considers not what is done, but in what 
spirit it is done; and the merit or praise of the agent lies not 
in the deed, but in the intention.’* Sin consists in our consent 
to evil recognized as such by us, — in \villing what we know to 
be wrong, — and is, therefore, an act of free will. Morality, in 
other words, is a matter of conscience. So long as the agent acts 
in accordance with his conscience, in conformity with what he 
thinks is right, he may err, but he does not sin. His act is 
truly virtuous, however, only in case what he thinks is right 
is right, in case his subjective conviction agrees with objective 
principles of right. Abelard has in mind the distinction between 
subjectively moral and objectively moral acts. In a broader 
sense, everything is sin tliat is contrary to what is right, but 
in the narrow sense, only the conscious and voluntary pursuit of 
evil is sin. 

But why is it sinful to consent to what is thought to be wrong 1 
Because such consent implies a downright contempt of God, 
a disobedience of the divine will, a violation of his commands, 
and that is the greatest of all sins. A good will is one that is 
prompted by the love of God and acts in obedience to divine 
command. Such commands themselves Abelard regards as arbi* 
traiy deliverances of divine freedom; they differ for different 
times, but obedience to them is moral and is required. Here, 
again, wc see how, in spite of occasional symptoms of inde- 
pendent thinking, the spirit of scholasticism will out at last. 


The school of Chartres, of which Bernard of Chartres (died be- 
tween 1124 and 1130) and his brother Thierry (4-1150) were the head^ 
Tt, which counted among its followers Bernard of 
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of Chartres Walter of Mortagne (+1174), and Adelard 

of Bath, studied and sought to develop the Platonic doctrines, so far 
as they were known at that time, sometimes in connection with Aris- 
totle’s views. Arbtotle’s Anali/lics, Topics, and Fallacies first became 
known to the schoolmen in Latin translations (1123). The school of 
Chartres exhibited a keen interest, not only in dialectical studies, but 
also in astronomy, mathematics, medicine, physics, physiological and 
psychological questions, books on which were being translated from tbe 
Arabic. A realism similar to Plato’s was accepted by those who dis- 
cussed tbe logical problems; nniversals, or concepts of genera and 
species (according to Bernard of Tonrs, also notions of particular 
tilings), exist in purity in the divine mind. To them matter in some ) 
way owes its form. Bodies are said to snbsist in them ns water exists ^ 
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in the bed of a river; or “native forms” are inlrodaced to explain 
bodies, — forms which arc related to the pure ideas in the divine mind 
as a thing is to its pattern ; — or. the nature of the relation is left unde- 
termined. Material objects manifest the form or idea obscurely. The 
intellect can attend to the forms or common qualities in bodies by ab- 
straction. Cf. Uebenveg-Heiuze, op. cit,, § 25. 

JVe have called attention to the method employed by Abelard in his 
teaching and writings, that of stating the opinions (sententia, sentences) 
of different authorities on the subjects under discussion, 

The method was not a new one; it had been followed in a 
number of text-books of theologj', which were called 
Sentences or Summaries of Sentences (Summon sententiarum) ; among 
others in Robert Pullejm’s (+H50) Sententiarum libri octo and Hugo 
of St. Victor’s Siimma sententiarum. (The writers of such hooks were 
also called fifummists.) Peter Lombard (-fllW), making good use of 
all these works, puhlished a book Libri guairo sententiarum, which 
formed the basis of theological iostniclion for centuries, and won for 
its author the title magisler sententiarum. The four books of thi -^ work 
discuss; God as the absolute Good; creatures; iacarnation, redemption, 
and the virtues; the seven sacraments. Other Summists of this period 
are Robert of Melun,-Hugo of Rouen (+11C4), Peter of Poitiers 
(+1205), and Simon of Toumal. Alain of Lille (+1203, Alanus nb 
insolis) presents the subjects taken up iu the Sentences in the form of 
a dogmatic system. In his De arte fidci catholica and JieguJa theo- 
logicee be employs the mathematical-deductive method, attempting to 
base theology on fundamental principles. In spite of his rationalistic 
ideal, however, Alain frequently betrays skeptical and mystical tend- 
encies. The doctrines of the Church are more certain than all our 
worldly sciences, but not absolutely certain. Faith, too, has its merit; 
if they were absolutely certain, there would be no merit in believing 
them. 

The Englishman John of Salisbury (c. 1115-1180), to whom we are 
indebted for information concemiug many schoolmen of bis age, 
criticises the entire scholastic movement as dealing with JqIjj, 
fruitless controversies, and demands the reform of logic 
in his Hletalogieus. He is in favor of realistic studies in ^ 

education, and of the absolute independence of the Church from the 
State, in his book Policraiieus. All knowledge, he thinks, ought to be 
practical; whatever does not help us either in acting on nature or in 
doing our duty, is useless. Our true good lies in a pious life; we 
should believe in the doctrines of the Church, even though we cannot 
prove them. 

Works edited by Giles, 5 vols., and by Migne, vol. CSCZX; PoUcrati- 
eus by Webb, 2 vols. Scbaarschmidt, Johannes Saresberiensis. 


26. Mysticism and Pantheism 

The philosophical-theological movement which we have been 
describing has as its aim the rational interpretation of the Chris- 
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to original sin. “ God considers not what is done, hut in what 
spirit it is done; and the merit or praise of the agent lies not 
in the deed, but in the intention.** Sin consists in our consent 
to evil recognized as such by us, — in willing what we know to 
be wrong, — and is, therefore, an act of free will. Morality, in 
other words, is a matter of conscience. So long as the agent acts 
in accordance with his conscience, in conformity with what he 
thinks is right, he may err, but he does not sin. His act is 
truly virtuous, however, only in case what he thinks is right 
is right, in case his subjective conviction agrees with objective 
principles of right. Abelard has in mind the distinction between 
subjectively moral and objectively moral acts. In a broader 
sense, everything is sin that is contrary to what is right, but 
in the narrow sense, only the conscious and voluntary pursuit of- 
evil is sin. 

But why is it sinful to consent to what is thought to be wrong! 
Because such consent implies a downright contempt of God, 
a disobedience of the divine will, a violation of his commands, 
and that is the greatest of all sins. A good will is one that ia 
prompted by the love of God and acts in obedience to divine 
command. Such commands tJiemselves Abelard regards as arbi* 
trary deliverances of divine freedom; they differ for different" 
times, but obedience to them is moral and is required. Here, 
again, we see how, in spite of occasional symptoms of inde- 
pendent thinking, the spirit of scholasticism will out at last. 


The school of Chartres, of whicli Bernard of Chartres (died be- 
tween 1124 and 1130) and his brother Thierry (-fllSO) were the heads, 
rru c i, 1 ^nd which counted among its followers Bernard of 
ine bchool William of Conches (+1154), Gilbert of Poitiers 

ot unartres (^. 1154 ), Walter of Mortagne (+1174), and Adelard 
of Bath, studied and sought to develop the Platonic doctrines, so far 
as th^ wia-e known at that Jimr, sometimes in connection with Aris- 
totle’s views. Aristotle’s Analytics, Topics, and FaJlaaes first became 
known to the schoolmen in Latin translations (1128). The school of 
Chartres exhibited a keen interest, not only ia dialectical stndics, but 
also ia astronomy, mathematics, medicine, physics, physiological and 
psychological questions, books on which were being translated from the 
Arabic. A realism similar to Plato’s was accepted by those who dis- 
cussed the logical problems: nniversals, or concepts of genera and 
species (according to Bernard of Tours, also notions of particul.ir 
things), exist in purity in the divine mind. To them matter in some 
way owes its form. Bodies are said to subsist in them ns water exists 
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in the bed of a river; or “native forms” are introduced to explain 
bodies, — forms which are related to the pure ideas in the divine mind 
as a thing is to its pattern ; — or the natnre of the relation is left unde- 
termined. Material objects manifest the form or idea obscurely. The 
intellect can attend to the forms or common qualities in bodies by ab- 
straction. Cf. Ueberweg-Heinze, op. eit., § 25. 

We have called attention to the method employed by Abelard in his 
teaching and writings, that of stating the opinions {sentenlicc, sentences) 
of different authorities on the subjects under discussion. 

The method was not a new one; it had been followed in a 
number of text-hooks of theology, which were called 
Sentences or Summaries of Sentences {Summs sententiarum) ; among 
others in Robert Pulleyn's (4-1150) Sententiarum Itbri octo and Hugo 
of St. Victor’s fi'ttmtna sententiarum. (The writers of such books were 
also called Summists.) Peter Lombard (d-HW)! making good use of 
all these works, published a book Ltbri guatro sententiarum, which 
formed the basis of theological instruction for centuries, and won for 
its author the title magister sententiarum. The four books of this work 
discuss: God as the absolute Good; creatures; incarnation, redemption, 
and the virtues; the seven sacraments. Other Summists of this period 
are Robert of Uelun, ‘Hugo of Rouen (4-11C4), Peter of Poitiers 
(4*1205), and Simon of Toumai. Alain of Lille (-f-1203, Alanus ab 
insulis) presents tbe subjects taken up in the Sentences in the form of 
a dogmatic system. In his De arte fidei eothoJicte and Reguirc theo- 
logieee he employs the mathematical-deductive method, attempting to 
base theology on fundamental principles. In spite of his rationalistic 
ideal, however, Alain frequently betraj-s skeptical and mystical tend- 
encies. The doctrines of tbe Church are more certam than all our 
worldly sciences, hut not absolutely certain. Paith, too, has its merit; 
if they were absolutely certain, there would be no merit in believing 
them. 

The Englishman John of Salisbury (c. 3115-1180), to whom we are 
indebted for information concerning many schoolmen of his age, 
criticises the entire scholastic movement as dealing with j^jj- q£ 
fruitless controveraes, and demands tbe reform of logic c-lishiiT'v 
in his J^Ietalogicus. He is in favor of realistic studies in ^ 

education, and of tbe absolute independence of the Church from the 
State, in his book FoUcraticus. All knowledge, he thinks, ought to be 
practical; whatever does not help us cither in acting on nature or in 
doing our duty, is useless. Our true good lies in a pious life; we 
should believe in the doctrines of the Church, even though we cannot 
prove them. 

Works edited by Giles, 5 vols., and by Mignc, vol. CXCTS.', FoUcrait- 
eus by Webb, 2 vols, Schaarschnudt, Johannes Baresheriensis. 


26. Mysticism and Pantiieisii 

Tlie plrilosoplrical-theological movement wlrieli we have been 
describing has as its aim the rational interpretation of the Chris- 
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tian universe, — of the universe as the orthodox Churchman con- ^ 
ceives it. The presupposition is that the purpose, nature, and ^ 
, - . . operation of God can he made intelligible to reason, 

^ that a system can be constructed on the basis 

of the Christian articles of faith. We have here a dogmatic 
rationalism or intellectualism, regulated by the official church 
doctrine. Scholasticism as a completely rationalized church 
theology, however, never gained undisputed possession of the 
Cliristian world j alongside of it, and often within it, we discover 
an anti-theological current, a kind of reaction against the over- 
rationalization of the faith, a yearning for a more practical 
expression of the religious life. For this movement religion is 
not merely philosophy of religion ; it finds its satisfaction not in 
theorizing about the faith, but in experiencing it; its chief desire 
is not to prove the existence of God and to define him, but to 
enter into other than intellectual relations with him. This mys- 
tical line of thought represents the conservative Augustinian 
element in Christianity ; and it is a fact that the leaders of the 
first school of ^lystics were monks in the Augustinian cloister of 
St. Victor at Paris. 

According to the mystics, God is not reached by dialectics, or 
logic, but in mystical contemplation; and it is the function of 
theology to tell us how such a state may be realized. Laying 
stress, as they do, upon the inner faith of man, upon the experi- 
ences of the soul, they naturally become interested in a more 
empirical study of the soul than bad been customary. Mysticism 
is practical theology, theology teaching the art of mystical con- 
templation. But the mystics have their rational theology as well ; 
in it, however, the superrationality of the faith is emphasized. 

As the school develops, mystical contemplation is accentuated 
and even exaggerated; for Bichard of St. Victor it is far supe- 
rior to knowledge; according to Walter, 'logic is the source of 
all heresies: faith not only transcends knowledge, but contra- 
dicts it. Walter wrote a book Against the Four Lahgrinths of 
France (In quattuor lahgrinthos Franciw), meaning Gilbert, 
Abelard, Peter the Lombard, and Peter of Poitiers, all of whom 
he regarded as heretics. 

The chief representatives of orthodox or church mysticism are y 
Bernard of Claiivaux (1001-1153), Ilago of St. Victor (109G-1141), ^ 
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Richard of St. Victor (+1173), and Walter of St. Victor. The 
mysticism of the twelfth century was continued by Thomas Gallos 
(1216) and Bonaventura (1221-1274). Meister Eckhart (1260-1327), 
Johannes Tanler (1300-1361), and Johannes Rnj-sbroek (1293-13S1) 
are pantheistic mystics, whose teachings are condemned by the Catho- 
lic Cinrch as heretical. 

Works in Migne’s collection. Translation of Bernard's works, 4 
vols., hy Bales. 

Vaughan, Scnir$ xciih the Mystics, 2 vols.; Gregory, ZntrodMction to 
Christian Mysticism; R. B. Jones, Studies in Mystical Seligion; Svan- 
son, CAn'stian Mystics; von Hugel, The Mystical Elements of Re- 
ligion, 2 vols.; Delacroix, Etudes de Vhistoire et de psychologic du 
tnysficisme; the works of Gorres, Hclfferich, Noack, Preger, and 
Schmidt. 

The highest goal for the mystic is “ the mysterious ascension 
of the sonl to heaven, the sweet home-coming from the land of 
bodies to the repon of spirits, the surrender of the self in and 
to God.” The road to tliis goal leads beyond sense-perception 
and even conceptual thought to contemplation, in which the ideal 
object appears to tlie soul in its immediacy. There are three 
stages of knowledge: cogitatio, meditatio, and contmplafio; the 
very highest stage is superrational and prseterrational, bearing 
the mind to the profoundest mysteries of religion. In its most 
exalted form {aUenatio mentis), the individual consciousness 
comes to rest in contemplation. All that man can do is to pre- 
pare himself for this mystical ” plunge into the ocean of infi- 
nite truth,” and then to wait.for it: it is on extraordinary favor 
of God. 

The ideal of the orthodox thinkers of the twelfth century was 
to rationalize the faith, and to tlib end they had recourse to 
logic and metaphysics. Their undertaking rested . 

on the desire to understand the things which the 
Church taught and they believed. The traditional theology based 
itself upon realistic preconceptions, which seemed to bring the 
results of philosophical thought into harmony with the doctrines 
of the Church. But even when men reason from the same prem- 
ises, different conclusions often follow; their results do not 
always agree. This is what happened constantly in the dogma- 
making period of Cliristianityj and it happened every now and 
then during the ages following. John Scotus, Roscelin, and 
Abelard did not succeed in making their thoughts square ex- 
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actly with the ofBcial rcqmremeats. Among the heresies which 
attracted thinkers, pantheism had never quite lost its power: it 
found expression in Sahcllianism, in the pseudo-Dionysius, and 
in Scotus Erigena; and the Mystics were not far from it. To- 
ward the close of the twelfth century, it appeared again and made 
some progress. Its chief representatives were: the Abbot 
Joachim of Floris (+1202), Amalrie or Amaury of Bennes 
(+1206), who taught theology at Paris, and David of Dinant 
(died circa 1200), of whose life we know very little. These pan- 
theists reached their conclusions quite simply by deducing what 
they regarded as the logical consequences of Platonic realism. 
If universals are real, then the highest universal, God, must be 
the most real being and everything else an expression of the 
divine essence (just as the highest genus in logic comprehends all 
possible species and individuals). Amalrie seems to have taught, 
with John Scotus, that the world of changing and divisible phe- 
nomena, which has come from God, will ultimately return to 
God and abide in him as one unchangeable individual. 

Such pantheistic teachings found favor with many, and a sect 
of Amalricians was formed that spread over Switzerland and 
Alsace. The Church condemned the doctrines, exhumed the body 
of Amalrie, who had been forced to recant before his death, and 
eradicated the sect. In 1225 it condemned Scotus Erigena as a 
heretic. In 1210 a provincial council at Paris prohibited the 
Physics of Aristotle, which had found its way at last into the 
■Western world in a Latin translation from the Arabic. All this 
is evidence of tJie growth of a spirit of independence. The hu- 
man mind was again getting ready to try its wings. 

27. Symptoms op Unrest 

We find, then, at the end of the twelfth century, besides the 
predominant scholastic philosophy, a number of opposing tenden- 
cies. Some of the more conservative orthodox 
SdmlasSm churchmen are opposed to the traditional system 
as laying too much stress on dialectics: for them 
it is not strict enough. Some thinkers, more independent than 
the schoolmen, reach conclusions antagonistic to the official Chris- 
tian scheme of thought j for them it is too strict. Others assume 
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a skeptical attitude vrith respect to all attempts to construct a 
rational theology, either because .they distrust reason as an ally 
of an inner ]i\’ing faith or becanse the prevailing philosophical 
discussions do not seem to them to have any bearing on the real 
practical problems of the Church. In many quarters the desire 
is felt for further knowledge concerning the relation of general 
ideas or universals to the world of particular objects; this de- 
sire develops into an interest in natural science, which is fed 
by Latin translations of Arabian scientific books. 

There were ^mptoms of unrest; the problems and difficulties 
were multiplying, and many were beginning to see how hard it 
was to demonstrate not only the positive dogmas of 
the Church, hut the general propositions of thcol- 
ogy as well. In spite of their bold syllogistic con- 
structions, schoolmen often confessed that the conclusions, though 
more certain than any worldlj' knowledge we might possess, still 
fell short of absolute rational certainty. And yet the fundamen- 
tal conviction remained that the universe was a rational universe, 
that God acted intelligently and for the best, that there was tnith 
if only one could make it out. But the goal of the search was 
fixed; it was sacrilegious and dangerous to tamper with the dc^- 
mas; there* stood the powerful oi^anization of the Church ^vith 
its awful spiritual and temporal weapons, ready to discipline 
those who wandered too far afield. The intellectual activities 
of Christendom, too, were gradually made corporate and organic; 
out of the cathedral and monastery schools grew the universities, 
or corporations of scholars engaged in the study of theologj' and 
philosophy, medicine and law; and certain monastic orders 
formed compact philosophical schools, which, like the old Greek 
schools, continued for centuries to leach their favorite doctrines. 
Paris, the great internadonal university, which owed its exist- 
ence to the union of the theological school of Notre Dame and 
the school of logic at St. Genevieve, received its charter in 120S. 
The Dominican and Franciscan orders became the great teaching 
orders of the thirteenth century', nearly all the distinguished 
teachers aud writers of that age belonging to the one or the other. 
These agencies, the Church, the universities, and the monastic 
orders, cooperated in the work of securing the traditional doc- 
trines of Christianity. The business of the individual thinker was 



180 


PHILOSOPHY OF THE MIDDLE AGES 


to make reason and faith agree; this was not philosophy, but it 
was the task made necessary by the preconceptions of the times, 
and it was the path of least resistance. 

The age was not ready to give up the dogmas nor was it com- 
petent to construct a sj’stem of thouglit independently of reli- 
gious and philosophical tradition; on adequate knowledge of the 
facts of experience was lacking. Empirical science was at a low 
ebb, modern scientific methods were unknown; the age was a 
book-age, and the books were wanting from which such a knowl- 
edge might be obtained. Paulsen makes the statement that if 
our modern scientific text-books had suddenly been showered upon 
the Greeks, they would not have known what to do with them. 
The remark is applicable to the Middle Ages; they, too, had to 
work out their own salvation. 

Cf. histories of universities mentioned p. 137; Turner, op. eit., p. 331; 
Graves, Medieval Education, chaps, viii, ix, and bibliography given 
there. 

It was during the period we have been describing that a new 
world began to open up to ‘Western Christendom, and that a new 
impetus was given to the study of scholastic phi* 
ArlstotlZ Greek works on mathematics, astronomy, 

and medicine; the writings of Aristotle and some 
of his Greek commentators (Alexander of Aphrodisias, Tliemis- 
tius) } and the most celebrated Arabian and Jewish philosophers 
and commentators of Aristotle were becoming known in Latin 
translations from the Arabian texts.* These books were eagerly 
studied and at first interpreted, after the Arabic fashion, in the 
spirit of Neoplatonism. 

The new Aristotelian literature Tras viewed with suspicion by 
the Church, partly, no doubt, on account of the odor of pan- 
theism with which its Arabian expounders had surrounded it. 
At any rate, we find that the study of Aristotle’s Physics and 
Metaphysics is expressly prohibited by the statutes of the Uni- 
versity of Paris in 1215, and that Pope Gregory IX again for- 
bids the use of the Physics in 1231, — until the work can be ex-. 

•Around the year 1150 John Avendentli and Dominic Gundisalvi trans- 
lated tlie chief works of Aristotle and Jewish and Arabic books from the 
Arabian into Latin. Nearly all the works of Aristotle, in such translations, 
became knonm during the years 1210 and 1225. 



ARABIAN PHILOSOPHY 


181 


amincd and expurgated. These prescriptions, however, do not 
seem to have had more than a passing effect j the books were read, 
and the foremost scholars of the period began to write commen- 
taries on them. Translations from the original Greek versions 
of the chief works of the great Peripatetic were made later on 
in the century, and the genuine Aristotle came in time to be 
distinguished from the Neoplatonic counterfeit of the Arabians. 

Robert Greathead, Bishop of Lincoln {-f-1253), had translations 
made, especially of the M'comacftcon Ethics (1250). William of Jloer- 
becke (4-12S1) translated tbe works (including PoJhics). Henry of 
Brabant translated certain works (abont 1271). In 1254 the Physics 
and 3[e(aphysics became parts of the curriculum of the University of 
Paris, the same university that bad condemned the writings forty years 
before. Aristotle came to be regarded as “.the rule of truth, as it were, 
in which nature demonstrated the highest perfection of the human 
mind,” and as “ the precursor of Christ in natural things as John the 
Baptist bad been in matters of grace." Great encyclopedias appeared, 
based on the new philosophy, composed by Qnndisalvi of Segovia 
(twelfth century), William of Auve^e (-fl249), Robert Kilw^hy 
(+1278), and the greatest of all, Vincent of Beauvais (+1254). 


CULillNATION OP SCHOLASTICISM 

28. Arabian Philosophy 

Western Europe first became acquainted with the Aristotelian 
writings through translations from the Arabian texts, and 
through the s^^tems and commentaries of Arabian 
philosophers who interpreted Aristotle in the spirit 
of Neoplatonism. The followers of Mohammed, in 
their zeal to convert all unbelievers to the teachings of Islam, 
had set out to conquer the world (632) ; by the year 711 Syria, 
Egypt, Persia, Africa, and Spain were in their hands. In Syria 
the scholars of the new militant religion became acquainted with 
the Aristotelian philosophy, which, tinctured with Neoplatonism, 
had for centimes formed the chief object of study in the.Eastem 
Empire, among Christian theolc^ians and heretical philosophers 
alike, and had been carried to Syria by the exiled Nestorian sect. 
Arabic translations were made, first from the Syrian, later from 
the Greek texts, not only of Aristotle’s works, but of the works 
of commentators Uke Alexander of Aphrodisias, Themistius, 



182 


PHILOSOPHY OF THE MIDDLE AGES 


Porphyry, and Ammonius, as •well as of Plato's Eepuhlic, 
Timccus, and Laivs (876). The Arabians also studied transla- 
tions of Greek works on mathematics, astronomy, medicine, and 
other natural sciences, and made valuable contributions to some 
of these fields. Aristotle came to the Arabian scholars in the 
Neoplatonic dress in which his later commentators had clothed 
him; it was owing to this fact, as well as to the existence of 
pseudo-Aristotelian books of Neoplatonic origin (which masquer- 
aded under his name), that little difficulty was found in inter- 
preting the Peripatetic philosophy in terms of the emanation- 
theory. 

DeBoer, History of Philosophy t» Islam, transl. hy E. Jones; Shah- 
rastani, History of Eeligiaus and Philosophical Sects; Goldziher, Islam 
and Jewish Philosophy in AUgemeine Gesckichte der Philosophic, men- 
tioned p. 4} M. Eisler, Jiidische Philosophic des Mittelalters, 3 vols.; 
M. Joel, Seitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophic, 2 vols.; Neumark, 
Geschichte der judischen Philosophic; works by Munk and Dieterici. 
Bibliographies in Goldziher and Ueberweg-Heinze, Part 11, §§ 28, 29 
(which contain good accoants of Arabian and Jewish philosophy).^ 

"With the help of this literature the scholars of Islam suc- 
ceeded in placing their religion on a philosophical basis and 
creating a scholastic ^stem not unlike, in its aim, 
to that of the West. With them ns with the Chris- 
tians, the pivotal problem was the relation of divine 
revelation to human knowledge and conduct ; the purpose of their 
science was to bring the teachings of the Koran into harmony 
with the deliverances of reason, or to rationalize the faith. 

The questions which, at an early date, led to controversy among 
them were the relation between divine predestination and human 
freedom, and the relation of the unity of God to his attributes. 
Tie orthodox party accepted tie teachings of the Koran with- 
out any attempt to justify them: there is one omnipotent, om- 
niscient God, who has predetermined eveiything. Objections 
were urged against the traditional orthodox views by dissenters, 
or free-thinkers (called Mutazilites), who made reason the test 
of truth. These thinkers came to feel the need of a philosophy, 
and so drew upon various Greek theories in support of their 
•views, without, however, at once constructing a system of their 
own. In the tenth century there arose within the rationalistic 
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school a reaction against philosophy and in favor of orthodoxy; 
both the Aristotelian conception, vritli its pa&sivc contemplative 
God and its eternal nniverse, and the Neoplatonic emanation- 
theory Tvere rejected as out of harmony with the Islam notion 
of a personal Creator of the world. The Ashnrites, os these 
reactionaries were called (after their leader Ashari, 873-935), 
showed a great preference for atomism, with the' essential prin- 
ciples of that theory left out. Atoms were conceived as con- 
tinuous creations of God while the notions of causation and the 
uniformity of nature were discarded in order to save the abso- 
lute, arbitrary power of God and the possibility of miraculous 
interference. 

The part of the rationalistic school which remained faithful 
to philosophy developed a number of systems, in which Aris- 
totelian and Neoplatonic, sometimes Neopythagorcan, elements 
are combined in varying proportions. Some of these emphasize 
the Neoplatonic aspects, bringing the practical, ethical, and reli- 
gious teachings to the front; others accentuate the Aristotelian 
thoughts, insisting on the study of logic as a preparation, and 
construct their metaphysics on what seems to them a natural- 
scientific basis. 

A typical example of Arabian Neoplatonism is the EncyclO” 
pedia of Sciences, a scries of fifty-one treatises, which was 
produced in tlie tenth century by members of a religious- 
philosophical order called the Brothers of Sincerity, and which 
exercised great influence throughout the Mohammedan world. 
This popular societj', which reminds us of the old Pythagorean 
order in Italy, had as its ideal the perfection of the human soul 
in the likeness of God by means of philosophical study. Its 
ethical-religious teaching was based on the Neoplatonic 
emanation-theory, according to which all things flow from, and 
return to, the absolute unity of God. ilan, the copy of the 
universe, the microcosm, must free himself from the bondage of 
matter and return, purified, to the source from which he sprang. 
The Encydopedia culminates in occultism; the final part is 
given over to serious discussions of astrology, magic, alchemy, 
and eschatology. 

In the book on the Refinement of Morals, Ibn Miskaweihi 
(+1030) presents an ethical system which is a curious mixture 
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of Platonic, Aristotelian, and Neoplatonic ideas. In Siifim the 
mystical side of Neoplatonism is emphasized: the phenomenal ^ 
world is an illusion and matter the lowest emanation of Deity; 
by asceticism and ecstasy the soul penetrates the veil of illusion 
and is merged in God. Buddhistic influences are observable in 
that form of Sufism which teaches the absolute absorption of 
the individual soul in nothingness. 

The other branch of the Arabian school, the chief representa- 
tives of which in the Orient are Alkindi (+870), Alfarabi 
Raf r t 950), and Avicenna (+ 1037), insist on the im- 

portance of logic as an introduction to the study 
of philosophy, and emphasize the necessity of grounding meta- 
physics on a study of nature. But their conception of natural 
science is extremely crude, being shot through with fantastic 
notions, religious superstitions, and occult theories of all kinds. 
The interpretation of dreams, theurgy, alchemy, astrology, and 
natural magic are regarded by these men of science as legitimate 
parts of natural science; they helieve in astral spirits, which 
they identify with the angels of the Koran and the Bible, and 
nearly all of them are mystics. The only subjects not infected .j 
with superstition are logic and mathematics. That these tlimk* i 
ers, for the most part, failed to grasp the real teachings of Aris- 
totle and interpreted them as Neoplatonic, is not remarkable: 
it was no easy task to discover the genuine Aristotle under the 
mass of Neoplatonic commentaries and interpretations under 
which he had lain buried for centuries. 

In their logical studies, the Arabian philosophers generally 
exhibit good judgment and dialectical skill. They too are inter- 
ested in the question which formed so important a part of 
Christian scholasticism, the question of universals. According 
to Alfarabi, universals have no existence apart from particulars, 
they are in things; but even individual forms have a place m 
the mind. Avicenna, likewise, holds that they do not exist M 
separate entities prior to things, except in the mind of God; 
in our own minds they exist after things, as abstractions from 
particulars; and they exist also in things, but not unmixed with 
their accidents. 

. In their metaphysics, Alfarabi and Avicenna make concessions ^ 
to the demands of their religion. They try to 'weaken the Aris- 
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tolelian notion of an eternal universe by making a distinction 
between necessary and potential existence. The eternal origi- 
nal being, which with Aristotle (hey conceive as intelligence (the 
primary and only direct product of God), is necessary and un- 
caused; everj*thing else depends for its existence on this cause 
and is conditioned, — that is, is potential in God. The evolution 
of a world from its ground is a process of emanation. For 
Alfarabi, matter Ls a phase of this process; for Avicenna, mat- 
ter is eternal and uncreated. But according to both, creation 
means the actualization or realization of the potential in matter; 
form is somehow given to matter by God; God seems to place 
forms, as potencies, in matter and then to realize them, or bring 
them out, by means of his active intellect. This is, according 
to Alfarabi, a process in time; with Avicenna, the emanation 
of the lower from the higher is an eternal process, on the ground 
that the eitcct must be simultaneous with the cause, which is 
eternal; hence, the universe is eternal. 

One of tlic numerous emanations from God is active or cre- 
ative thought, the spirit of the lunar sphere, which gives every- 
thing the form it has been prepared to receive. And it is 
through this universal active intellect that the potential intel- 
lect is realized, or knowledge brought out in man. According 
to Alfarabi, the human intellect, thus actualized, becomes a 
simple immortal substance. 

The goal of philosophy is to know God and to be like God, 
so far as this is possible. It can be reached, according to 
Avicenna, by instruction as well as by divine illumination; 
Alfarabi, however, regards a mystical union of the soul with 
God as “an old wives’ tale.” 

Arabian pliilosophy comes to an end in the Orient at the 
taming point of the eleventh century, Algazel (-M113) at- 
tacks the teachings . of the philosophers in the 
interests of the popular religion, in his book, 

Destruction of the Philosophers, and denies the^asl 
the competence of pliilosophy to reach truth. He 
misses in the systems the doctrines specially emphasized by 
Islam orthodosy: the theory of creation, the doctrine of per- 
sonal immortality, and the belief in the absolute prescience and 
providence of God, — the view that God Imows and foresees all 
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the minute occurrences of life ami can interfere with them at 
any tune. The appearance of Algazel’s work not only silenced 
the philosophers, hut led to the burning of their books by the 
public authorities. 

Arabian philosophy, however, continued its existence and 
flourished in the iloorisli caliphate of Spain, particularly at 
Spanish Cordova, the scat of a celebrated school at which 
School Mohammedans, Jews, and Christians studied with- 
out interference. The most important among the 
Arabian thinkers in tlie West are: Avempace (+113S), 
Abubacer (+1185), and Averroes (Ibn Roshd, 1126-1198). 
These men were phj’sieians as well as philosophers. In the 
greatest of them, Averroes, whose ideas influenced Christian 
scholars, Arabian thought reaches its culmination. 

Avempace denied individual immortality, regarding os im- 
mortal only the universal intellect which manifests itself in 
particular human minds. He also opposed mysticism j the ideal 
is, indeed, to rise beyond the lower stages of soul-life to com- 
plete self-consciousncss, in which thought becomes identical with 
its object, but this goal is reached not by ecstasy, but through - 
a gradual and natural development of our mental functions. . 
With this Abubacer largely agrees in his philosophical romance, 
in which he describes the gradual evolution of the natural ca- 
pacities of a human being, living alone on a desert island, and 
his final union with God by means of asceticism and ecstasy. 

Averroes had a high opinion of Aristotle, regarding his 
intellect as the perfection of the human mind. His chief ambi- 
tion was to reproduce the true Aristotle, an ambition, however, 
which he can hardly be said to have realized. The task was 
impossible for him, — ^partly owing to the Neoplatonic precon- 
ceptions . with which he approached the interpretation of the 
great^ Greek s teachings, partly because of the desire, charac- 
teristic of nearly every medieval philosopher, to accommodate 
his theories to the demands of his religion. At any rate, Aver- 
roes accepts the fundamental dogmas of the corrupted Aris- 
totelianism of Islam: the emanation-theory and the doctrine of 
the universal intellect. 

Forms, he teaches, are implicit in matter; not snperadded, j 
aa Alfarabi and Avicenna had held, hut unfolded, or evolved, 
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or realized, by tlie action of higher forms, of Trhieh the highest 
is the divine intellect. Creation, in the ordinary sense, is there- 
fore rejected. There is one universal active mind, Tvhich influ- 
ences particular individuals and brings them to knowledge. 
This is explained by Averroes in the following manner: Indi- 
ridnfil souls are naturally predisposed to such influence ; by the 
action of the universal active mind the predisposed soul becomes 
a potential mind and so has implicit intelligence. The union 
of the universal mind with a soul capable of receiving it, yields 
an individualized soul; just as the snniight is indindualized or 
particularized by striking a body capable of receiving light, 
so a soul, capable of receiving intelligence, is individualized 
by the entrance into it of the universal spirit. By further action 
of the nniversal mind on this individnalizcd soul, the knowledge 
implicit in the latter is made explicit or realized; it rises to the 
highest self-consciousness, and in this form becomes one with 
the universal spirit or absorbed in it (mysticism) ; it becomes 
a phase or element in the mind which is common to all human 
beings. In this sense, and in this sense only, is the individual 
soul immortal, not in the sense of personal immortality; the 
universal spirit alone is immortal. The universal mind itself 
Averroes conceives as one of the many emanations of God ; it is 
an emanation of the spirit or mover of the sublunar sphere. 

With all of the Arabian philosophers of his school, Averrofe 
holds that the common man cannot grasp the whole truth, 
that in religion it is given to him in symbols which the 
philosopher interprets allegorically, but which the common man 
takes literally. Hence, a thing may be true in philosophy that 
is not true in theology, and vice versa. Thus, Averroes affitms 
that he necessarily infers the unity of intelligence by reason, 
but firmly holds to the opposite view by faith. — Averroes was 
accused in his old age of teaching doctrines harmful to JIo- 
hammedanism and banished from the court of the Calif of 
Cordova, whose physician he was. 

It is not hard to understand why the Christian Church re- 
ceived with distrust the philosophical gifts of the Arabians. 
She had pantheistic heresies of her own to contend with, and 
had no desire to open the doors to the heresies of the 
iufidels. 
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The different tendencies of Arabian thought which have been de* 
scribed above, greatly influenced, and are reflected in, the Jewyi , 
Jewish philosophy of the Middle Ages. Avicebron (Solomon ‘ 

Philosophy Gebirol), who lived in Spain during the eleventh 

^ ^ century, offered a compendium of Neoplatonism in his 
book called Fans vita, which became widely known among the school- 
men of Europe. The greatest Jewish philosopher of the period «s 
lloses Maimonides of Cordova (Mosc ben Maimiin, 1135-1204), a fol- 
lower of Aristotelianism and the author of Guide for the Errant 
{Aloreh Nehuchim). He accepts the authority of Aristotle for the 
sublunar sphere, but turns to Jewish revelation for knowledge of the 
divine, upholding the doctrine of creation out of nothing and the 
notion of an all-wise Providence in human affairs. He also teaches 
the freedom of the will and the immortality of the soul (that is, of the 
acquired active intellect: vwf iirtnyrof). 

29. Predominance or AniSTOTiiE 

Although the study of tlie Aristotelian philosophy gare 
scholasticism a new lease on life, it did not nt once produce any 
great change in the philosophical conceptions of 
and i^iatolle times. Indeed, it was because Arislotlc could 
he used to strengthen the prevailing scholastic 
^'stem that he was so readily* accepted. Tlic chief aim of the 
schoolman had always been (o harmonize religion and philoso*. 
phy; hero now was a complete system of thought, the most 
developed product of Greek wisdom, ready nt hand to form 
one of the partners of the union. It embraced nil the branches 
of human knowledge, it reached definite conclusions, it presented 
them in clear and precise language, it had a fixed terminology; 
it impressed the schoolmen, ns it impresses every one, ns the 
work of calm impersonal reason. It satisfied the scholastic bent 
for dialectics, giving reasons for and against every important 
thesis; it was the work of the master of logic. 

^\jid there was much in the content of the teachings (hem* 
selves that fitted in with the demands of the School; and where 
agreement seemed to end, the scholastic mind had no dlfllcnlty 
in compelling harmony by convenient interpretations or by 
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nature, one that always appeals to common-sense and one that 
^ was particularly attracllvc to an age beginning to take an interest 
in the study of nature. Here, then, seemed to be a sj'stem that 
organized the field of human knowledge as completely as the 
dogmatic system aimed to organize the field of revealed knowl- 
edge. It is not surprising that the ** prince of those who know " 
soon became the greatest authority in “ natural things,” and 
that scholasticism now undertook to use him as a support for 
the Christian world-view. 

There were, it Is true, serious points of diiTercnce hctwcon 
the Aristotelian S3'.stem and the Christian philosophy, dIfTerenccs 
which made themselves felt in the course of the historj’ of 
scholasticism, Aristotle taught the eternity of the universe, tlic 
Church creation out of nothing; he did not teach personal im- 
mortality, the Church did; bis ethics was naturalistic, the 
Church’s supcmaturallstie. But where differences and difilcul- 
ties showed themselves, the schoolmen harmonized, reconciled, 
modified, and supplemented to suit their needs, with brillian 
results, as we ahnll see. 

The traditional theological movement of the twelfth century 
however, did not come to an end witli the advent of Aristotle 
The church dogma had developed under the influ- . . 
cnee of Platonic conceptions, and the Augustinian 
theolog)*, which represented the first great sj'n- 
thesis of orthodox thought and Greek philosophy, continued t( 
exercise an important influence. The function of the School 
at the beginning of the thirteenth centurj’, was to nssimilnt( 
the new material as best it could, to transform it in aecordonci 
with its own constitution, — only to be itself gradually transformec 
m the process. Some of the Christian teachers, however, arc 
very’ little affected by the new philosophy, remaining true, in 
the main, to twelfth-century traditions. Among these are Alex- 
ander of Hales (+ 1245) and Henry of Ghent (-k 1293). Others, 
like Albert the Groat and Thomas of Aquin, seek a synthesis 
of the traditional theology with Peripatetic thought; still 
others, like Siger of Brabant (-M282), aim at a pure Aristo- 
telianism, as they understand it. The line of progress for the 
immediate future lies in the direction of the union of Peripa- 
tetic philosophy with the past achievements of scholasticism. 
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Alexander of Hales (+1245), an English Franciscan monk, ^ 
was the first to make use of the new teachings in a book of ^ 
Sentences (iSwmmo universcB theologice) in order to prove the 
dogmas. Questions are asked and answered, and the answers 
demonstrated, syllogistically, by references to authorities. As 
authorities in matters of faith he regards the Latin Fathers, 
Ambrose, Augustine, Jerome; also the Venerable Bede, Alenin, 
Anselm, the Victorines, Peter the Lombard, Bernard of Clair- 
vaux; as Hiuthorities o f^eas on. Plato, Aristotle, AlfaraVi, 
Avicenna, Algazel,''‘'0«;§ro, Boethius, and Cassiodorus. 

In his theology, metaphysics, and j^chology, Alexander betrays 
his Augustinian leanings, as well as his failure to penetrate 
very deeply into the thought of the new movement. 


Albert of Bollstadt was bom in I^aaingen, Wurtemberg, 1193, studied 
philosophy, mathematics, medicine, and theology at the universities of 
Albert Padua and Bologna, and entered the order of the 

Dominicans (1222). He won great fame as a teacher of 
philosophy at Paris and Cologne, and became known as Albert the 
Great. He died 12S0. Albert wrote commentaries on Aristotelian 
writings, the Scriptures, and Sentences; philosophical works and theo- 
logical works: Dc causis et processu universitalis; De unitate infelleclus ^ 
contra Averroem; Summa theologue; Paradisus anime, , j 

IVorks in 3(3 vols. J. Sigbarl, Albertus Magnus, transl. by Dixon;’^ 
V. Hertling, Albertus Magnus; Feiler, Die Moral des Albertus Magnus. 


Albert was the first doctor of the Church to offer a scholastic 
system based on Aristotle’s philosophy. Arabian influences, 
however, are clearly discernible in liis work. In discussing prob- 
lems having a theological bearing, he also follows the Guide 
for the Errant (Moreh Nehuchim) of Moses Maimonides, which 
seems to be more in harmony with the orthodox position than 
his other authorities. He showed a keen interest in natural- 
scientific studies, and has often been called the precursor of 
Roger Bacon in this field. In spite, however, of his insistence 
on experience in the study of nature, he relapses into the com- 
mon scholastic habit of looking at it through the eyes of Aris- 
totle. Albert is noted for the breadth rather than for the depth 
of his learning, being inferior to his great pupil, Thomas of 
Aquin, in critical acumen and speculative grasp. 

Philosophical subjects, Albert says, should he treated philo'" 
sophically, and theological subjects theologically. This tendency 
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to separate tlie two fields, wliicli foreshadows the doctrine of two- 
fold truth, is the result of a growing conviction on the part of 
many schoolmen that certain dogmas, like the doctrines of the 
Trinity and the Incarnation, cannot be demonstrated logically. 
The principle that nothing can come from nothing, for example, 
is true in phj’sies, but not in theology; it is true of particular 
or secondary causes, but not true of ultimates. Augustine is 
his chief authority in matters of faith and Aristotle in natural 
science and rational theology, although he admits that the Greek 
thinker is not always in agreement with dogmatic theology. 

Albert’s thought was developed and perfected, in a masterly 
manner, by his pupil Thomas, whose comprehensive system will 
serve as the best example of thirteenth-century scholasticism. 


30. Thomas Aquinas 


Thomas, the son of Count Laodolfo, of Aquino, was bora otI^ 
at the ancestral castle near Naples, and was taught by BenedictiM 
monks in the monastery of Monte Cassino. At an early age be joinea 
the order of the Dominicans, against the protests of ms father, and 
continued his studies at Paris and Cologne, where he became 
of Albert the Great. After the completion of his 
ship, be taught theology and pbilosopy at 
Rome, and Naples, changing Uis residence f A 

himself to the construction of -ailed bv\s 

that has ever been offered. He died in I-*-!* j 

contemporaries the angelic doctor (doctor onffeJtctts) . 
by Pope John XXII in 1323. . _* rUloUpV 

Thomas wrote commentaries on many works, amo i, . ^ * ^-orts 
and many Dhilosonhical and theological monographs, liu emei worj^ 

‘ puMished b. Pop. 

tfteologifE by Rickaby, Ashley. Vaughan, St- JAomas of &er 

tillan/es! sl M. 2 vols.; We^er, 

Jourdain, La philoiopMe * I. dMijiiino; bools by C. Sebneidcr, 
Schiitz, Thomas-LeJikon. 


The system of Thomas is typical of the movement we have 
been describing. Its fondamental aim is to demonstrate the 
rationality of the nniveree as a revelation of God. pi^y ^ 

In its general outlines it agrees with the Angus- Theology 
tinian metaphysics, accepting as guiding princi- 
ples the teachings which had become the heritage of the Church. 
But it adopts Aristotle’s method and operates throughout with 
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Aristotelian conceptions: we hear again of actus purus, fona 
and matter, actuality and potentiality, the four kinds of causa- 
tion, and other Peripatetic principles of explanation. 'Withal, 
no attempt is made to weaken the validity of the church dogmas 
or the ecclesiastical means of salvation ; the naturalism of Aris- 
totle in no wise interferes with the supcmaturalism of the Chris- 
tian scheme of thought, so that no complaint can be made against 
the strict orthodoxy of St. Thomas. 

Philosophy, according to Thomas, passes from facts to God, 
theology from God to facts. He follows Albert in his distinc- 
tion between reason and faith: dogmas like the Trinity, the 
Incarnation, original sin, the creation of the world in time, the 
sacraments, cannot be demonstrated by natural reason; they are 
not objects of philosophy, but matters of faith, revealed trutlis, 
— ^beyond reason, hut not contrary to reason. We cannot prove 
them nor can we disprove them, but we can disprove objections 
to them. No neccs-sary proof can be offered, for example, that 
the world was created in lime; that is a matter of revelation, 
otherwise we should not know it; but there is nothing unreason- 
able in the doctrine. Only in case we already behevc in these 
articles of faith, can their reasonableness, their probability, their 
plausibility, be made clear. Any attempt to give a rational 
proof of the mysteries of religion really detracts from faith: 
there would be no merit in believing only what can be demon- 
strated to reason. Faith is a matter of will ; the will commands 
acceptance ; this compulsion Thomas explains as an inner instinct 
(God invites us to believe) or as coming to us from without, as 
the result of miracles. 

The separation of revealed theology from natural or rational 
theology and philosophy was ofBeially recognized by the Uni- 
versity of Paris in a decree “ that no teacher of philosophy shall 
consider any one of the specifically theological questions.” It 
has since-been accepted by orthodox Christianify, Catholic as 
well as Protestant. Thomas rendered a service to philosophy by 
making a distinction which eventually led to the elimination of 
such questions from philosophical discussions ; Dans Seotus and 
his followers went a step farther in also withdrawing rational 
or natural theology from the jurisdiction of reason and turning 
all problems concerning God over to faith. 



THOMAS AQUINAS 


193 


Thomas’s attitude on this question finds its partial explana* 
tion in his method and theorj' of knowledge, in which he largely 
follows Aristotle. Genuine knowledge is concep- 
tual knowledge. Concepts, however, have their ^n^edge 
basis in sense-perception: there is nothing in the 
intellect that was not first in sensation. The soul has different 
functions or faculties, the faculty of sensation, the faculty of 
active intellect (inteUccUis agens), and the faculty of potential 
intellect {intelUcins possibitis). It is by virtue of such powers 
that the soul can function in different w.ays, the like being 
assimilated to the like. Through sensation it receives copies or 
forms of particular objects, or ** sensible species." In order to 
be known or received by the potential intellect, which is entirely 
independent of the body, or hyperorganic, the sensible copy 
must be freed from everj’thing material or corporeal in it. This 
is done by the active intellect, which fashions the sensible copy 
into an intelligible copy by abstracting from it such elements as 
conform to the nature of this intellect, for the soul can assimi- 
late only what is conformable to its nature. The intelligible 
copy or " intelligible species," as Thomas calls it, is, therefore, 
not the copy of a particular object in space and time with all 
its accidental properties, but contains only the essential quali- 
ties; through it the potential intellect knows or conceives the 
universal notion of the thing. Tlic mind could not know if 
it were not for sensation ; nor could it know if it did not have 
the natural predisposition for forming universal notions on the 
occasion of sensation. Thomas points out both the sensational 
and conceptual phases of our knowledge in this teaching, both 
its particular and its universal aspect. He also emphasizes the 
active or spontaneous nature of our thinking and also indicates 
its o priori character: the m'md is predisposed to act m certain 
ways; indeed, to think in universal terms. Knowledge is im- 
plicit in it; it is made explicit when the mind is aroused to 
action. 

Through the action of external objects on the soul, the raw 
material of knowledge is received and elaborated by the higher 
faculties of the mind into conceptual knowledge. Genuine 
knowledge, or Science {scienHa), therefore, has its basis in sense- 
perception, in experience, and we can know only wbat we ex- 
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perience. Conseqxiently, it is necessarj’ for the philosopher to 
make the world of experience the starting-point of his explana- 
tion, to rise from an analysis of experience to the principles, 
or essence, or being of things: Such a science of being is meta- 
physics. We abstract from the particular objects their common 
qualities, or think in universals. Hence, we can have Science 
only where universals are possible, only where there are par- 
ticulars with common qualities. Since spiritual beings form 
each its oxvn species, we can have no universal notions of such 
beings, no genuine knowledge of them. 

Since Science has the universal for its object, universals must 
be real, otherwise there could be no truth. But universals are 
. not real in the sense of existing apart from par- 
^ ^ tieular objects: they are not “ subsisting ” things, 
i.e., they do not exist as entities. The universal exists in par- 
ticular objects as the one in the many, as the essence of things, 
or their quidditas, their whatness, as Thomas calls it. At the 
same time, Tliomas, like Albert, agrees with Aristotle in con- 
ceiving ideas or forms or universals as immanent in the mind 
of God; they are both that and abstractions from things in the 
mind of man. 

Forms or universals are, therefore, necessary principles of 
explanation in metaphysics. They do not, however, taken by 
themselves, account for the world of natural objects ; with Aris- 
totle, Thomas introduces a second principle, matter: nature is 
a union of form and matter. The nature or substance of a 
corporeal being consists of form and matter; by substance 
Thomas means that through which a thing is what it is ; natural 
objects' are what they are through matter and form. With the 
help of these two principles, Thomas attempts not only to account 
for the order and purposiveness in nature, hut also to explain 
the existence of particular objects, or the plurality and diversity 
of things. Some realists regarded the form as responsible for 
the existence of particular indmdual objects, as the principle of 
indirnduofion; according to Thomas, matter is the principle of 
individuation. The diversity of indm^iiaLs of the same species 
depends on differences of bodily 'constitution ; the matcrio 
signata or materia individualis, or definite quantity of matter 
which a particular natural object has, together with all the 
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particular accidents peculiar to this particular quantum of mat- 
ter, makes the particular individual object just what it is. In 
the case of man, it is because the soul is connected with a par- 
ticular organic body that be. is ibis particular person. Socrates 
is Socrates and no one else because of the particular matter pecu- 
liar to him. 

Besides the forms which inhere in matter (inherent or mate- 
rial forms), there are forms which can exist by themselves, which 
do not need matter in order to be real (subsistent forms). 
Among such are pure spiritual beings, or angels, and human 
souls. Their substance or nature, that through which they are 
what they are, is not matter and form, but form alone: they 
individualize themselves, owe their individuality to themselves. 

God is pure form, pure actuality. We have a knowledge of 
God by faith, but we can also reach a knowledge of him by 
reasoning, in the manner already indicated} such 
Ifnowledge, hoirever, is indirect or mediate knowl' ^ 
edge. In all our reasoning we pass from the known to the un- 
known, from the effect to the cause, from the conditioned to the 
unconditioned. We infer the existence of God from his crea-. 
tion, we can prove it only by the o posteriori method. Thomas 
rejects the ontological argument of Anselm and makes use of 
a number of proofs already employed by Aristotle, Augustine, 
and the Arabian philosophers, (a) Everj'thing that is moved 
requires something to move it, every effect implies a cause: 
there must, therefore, be a first unmoved principle of motion, 
otherwise we should be compelled to go on ad infinitum in the 
causal series, and never reach tlie end. There must be some- 
thing that exists per se, by itself, that does not need anything 
else through which it exists. (Aristotle.) (b) Natural objects 
are merely contingent, or possible; it is not necessary that this 
or that particular object exist; there must, however, be some- 
thing that is not merely p(»sible, but real, or necessarj', some- 
thing that forms the ground or basis of the contingent or pos- 
sible, something that is absolutely' necessaiy. (Alfarabi.) 
These two arguments-cOnstitutc what Kant later called the cos- 
mological argument, (o') Things form a graduated scale of 
excellence; there must be a highest form or degree of perfec- 
tion to complete this series of more and less perfect objects. 
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And since evei^'tlung is caused the first cause, the first cause 
must be tlic most perfect cause, the most perfect being, the cause 
of all perfect things in the universe, (Augustine.) (d) Every- 
thing in nature realizes an end or purpose. Such action implies 
an intelligence to guide it; a purposeful universe implies a great 
purposer, an intelligent God. The last two proofs are teleo- 
logical proofs ; they were in common use among the Greeks and 
the schoolmen. 

God, therefore, is the first and final (purposive) cause of the 
universe. He is pure actuality or energy; if he were mere po- 
tential being, something else would be required to make him 
actual or real, and be would not be the first cause. As pure 
actuality, God is absolutely simple and absolutely perfect; he 
is also absolute intelligence : absolute consciousness and absolute 
will. 

God created the world, matter included, out of nothing. For, 
if God is the first cause of all things, he must be the cause of 
both matter and form. And since he is pure spirit unmixed with 
matter, matter could not have emanated from him ; he must have 
created it out of nothing. It cannot, however, be demonstrated 
that the world had a beginning in time, any more than it can. 
•be demonstrated that it had no beginning; both views are pos- 
sible. Creation from nothiog simply means that the world owes 
its existence to God, that God is its necessary cause; it does 
not imply either temporal or eternal creation. IVe are, there* 
fore, dependent on revelation for the belief that the universe 
had a beginning in time. Time began with the creation of 
the world. God not only created the world, but is responsible 
for its existence at every moment of time : his creation is a con- 
tinuous creation. He has chosen this world as the best of all 
possible worlds. He can will only the best, since his will 
is determined by the good. His purpose in creation is to reveal 
himself in all possible ways, hence he creates all possible grades 
of being. 

God created nature, human souls, and angels. Angels are pure 
immaterial spirits, there being as many species of angels as 
there are individual angels. Natural objects are 
sycioogy corporeal, in them form inheres in matter; there 
are plant souls and animal souls, but they have no existence apart 
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from matter. Man is loth pure spirit and matter; he is one 
person, two principles of being in one complete substance. The 
soul, however, is an immaterial “ subsistent ” form, the en- 
telecby of the body. It is inteUigent, sensitive, and organic: 
the formative or vital principle of the body, the moving prin- 
ciple, the sensitive principle, and the intellectual principle. It 
is one soul possessing different capacities or functions. The 
embrj’o has tlie organic and sensitive soul ; the intellectual soul 
is added at birth, — God creates the soul as soon os the body is 
predisposed or ready to receive it. Intelligence and will con- 
stitute the essence of the human soul and differentiate it from 
other souls. Although it is intimately united with an organic 
body, its intellectual aspect is h3’perorganic, whollj’ free from 
tbe body. In other words, the human being is a nnion of mind 
and bodj’; the two are intimately connected, but evidently not 
so inextricably bound together as form and matter in nature in 
general. * The soul is an intelligent, sensitive, and vital prin- 
ciple, a trinity which forms and moves the body predisposed 
to such action, as well as feels, thinks, and wills. 

The intelligent soul can, therefore, exercise its functions with- 
out a body; it is immortal: “ after the dissolution of the body 
it can remain active.” There is not one universal intelligence, 
as the Arabians held; if there were, man would he neither a 
rational nor a moral being, his thinking and willing would be 
the work of something distinct from him. The individual soul 
continues to exist after death in all its parts, as intellect, sense- 
soul, and organic soul, — for these constitute one single soul; — 
and forms a new body for itself like its old one. 

The arguments for immortality used by Thomas are the old 
Platonic ailments which had become the common property of 
the Christian and Arabian world. The human soul knows uni- 
versals and is, therefore, immaterial, hence separation from the 
body cannot destroy it ; and since it is an actual form (a living 
principle), it cannot perish, for actuality (life) implies con- 
tinued existence. Moreover, the soul’s desire for immortality 
is another reason for its imperishahleness ; everj’ natural desire 
must be satisfied. 

Corresponding to sensible knowledge and supersensible or 
rational knowledge, man has sensuous desire and rational desire 
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or will. He is not absolately determined in liis desires and 
actions by sense-impressions like the brute, from without, as it 
were; but has the faculty of self-determination: it lies in his 
power to act or not to aet. But in order that the will may de- 
cide, it must have before it the notion of the good. Hence, in- 
telligence moves the will ; but it does not compel or coerce the 
will, it moves it by placing before it its own object, that is, its 
purpose or end. The will, on the other hand, is " the prime 
mover in the kingdom of the soul ” in the sense that it prompts 
intelligence and sensibility to action; over organic life it has 
no control. Intelligence and will, therefore, mutually determine 
one another, according to Thomas, but the intellect takes prece- 
dence over the will. The will is determined by what intelligence 
conceives to he the good, by a rational purpose. This, however, 
is not compulsion j compulsion exists where a being is inevitably 
determined by an external cause. Man is free because he is 
rational, because he is not pushed into action by an external 
cause without his consent, and because he can choose between 
the means of realizing the good or the purpose which his reason 
conceives. 

The ethics of Thomas is a union of Aristotelian and Christian 
thoughts. It rests on the thought that God made everj'thing 
Ethics ^ purpose, — for the purpose of revealing 

goodness in creation, — that the nature of everj’thing 
points in the direction of this purpose, and that every’ creature 
will realize the divine idea and reveal the goodness of God by 
realizing its true being. The highest good, therefore, objectively 
considered, is God; subjectively viewed, that is, for creatures, 
it is their greatest possible perfection, or likeness to God- 
Thomas agrees with Aristotle that the supreme good for man, 
which he calls blessedness {heatitudo), consists in the rcalizfl* 
tion of his true self. Irrational beings are determined by natu- 
ral or sensuous impulses, implanted by God, to realize their 
goal ; while rational beings seek to realize it consciously and 
voluntarily. The liigliest form of action is speculation or con- 
templation, and the highest object of speculation is God. Hence, 
man realizes his true self,— his perfection and the highest bless- 
edness,— in the k-nowledge of God. But there arc many ways of 
knowing God. AVe have a kind of natural, immediate, nnre- 
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cting knowledge of Godj this, however, cannot give us com- 
2 te happiness because it is not perfect activity- We may attain 
Imowledge of him by reasoning, but not all human beings can 
leh it in tins way, and, besides, it is not certain enough. We 
ly know him by faith, but faith depends on will, and lacks 
f-evidence. The highest knowledge of God is intuitive: this 
attained only in the hereafter and endures forever; it yields 
preme happiness and is the supreme goal of human striving, 
ley are most like God who Imow God as God knows himself. 
We have here the Christian completion of the Aristotelian 
ea. For Aristotle the supreme good was speculative knowl- 
ge, philosophy, the pure contemplation of God. The phi- 
5opher, or wise man, after all, was his ideal. For Thomas, too, 
lowledge of God is the highest good, but it is gained by in- 
ition: it is a beatific vision, possible only in the life to come. 
I this sense it is a supernatural good; supernatural, also, in 
e sense of being a supernatural gift of grace. Since blessed* 
iss is nothing hut the attainment of the highest good, there 
n. be no blessedness without happiness (deUctatio) accom* 
inying it. Love is another concomitant of blessedness; we 
nnot see God without loving him. 

Thomas does not confine himself to the discussion of the 
mmum bonum in his ethics, but enters upon a careful analysis 
’ moral conduct and a full treatment of the virtues. Acts are 
illed moral >yhieh are the result of deliberation and choice; 
le acts, in other words, of free, rational being'?. The gooclness 
• badness of an act depends on the object it aims at, the pur- 
)se or intention of the agent, and the circumstances. These 
list conform to the rule of reason, which is the principle of 
rraan conduct. The supreme criterion of moral conduct is 
le reason of God, the eternal or divine law Ocx wiema), the 
•ws of the Old and the New Testament. The law of the Old 
estament has an earthly goal, demands just works, and has fear 
»r its motive; the law of the New Testament has a heavenly goal, 
emands holiness of will, and its motive is love. The law of 
od, however, is not an arbitrary law; God cannot will anything 
at the good. Besides the eternal law, there is natural or human 
iw {hx iiaiiira), the law which is written on our hearts, 
[ence, in order to be good, an act should conform to reason 
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the direction of the rule of reason and of the divine latv. A1 
things aim at good, hence when they realize evil, it is outsid 
of their intention. This is particularly true of free rationa 
beings. Whatever they strive for, they regard as good. It ma} 
be e^il ; it is not because it is evil, however, that they desire it 
but b.ecause they view it sub ratione boni. 

Thomas caps his ethical system with a doctrine of salvatioi 
that follows Augustine and the orthodox theology. In the Aris 
totelian metaphysics, the lower stages of existence ore coneeivec 
as the matter of the next higher stages, which are forms in rela 
tion to them ; and so on to the end of the series. Thomas mabw 
use of this thought in calling the natural man the matter anc 
preparation for the spiritual man, the man in whom the grac( 
of God operates and who, therefore, can rise to a still highei 
state of perfection than is possible to the Aristotelian man 
Through Adam’s sin man’s nature was corrupted and his guill 
transmitted to his descendants (original sin), and only divinj 
grace can redeem him. The sacraments of the Church are tli( 
organs or instruments through which God bestows his grace 
God endows those with grace who ore to be saved. This does 
not abolish the freedom of the will, in Thomas’s opinion, be- 
cause grace can act in man only with the cooperation of Ins 
will. God is not responsible for man’s failure to return to him; 
he foresees that certain persons will abuse their freedom ami 
do evil; he permits it and predestines such persons for punish- 
ment. The goal of all ethical and religious progress, however, 
is universal resurrection, in which is included the resurrection 
of the body. 

In his theory of the State, Thomas fuses Aristotelian concep- 
tions with the ideals of the Christian polity already set forth 
YoYitics Augustine’s Citif of God. Man is a political 

° being and seelts life in society. The purpose of all 

government is the common weal ; this is possible only in a society 
in which there is internal unity or peace and security against 
external foes, and can be best attained by a centralized govern- 
ment or a- monarchy. The monarchy must be so constituted 
as to prevent ty'ranny; but even in ease of extreme oppression, 
regicide and revolution are never justifiable. The remedy should 
be sought by legal means, in accordance with the constitution, — 
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for the political order is 'a divine order ; — ^when that is not pos- 
iJWe, the outcome must be left with God. 

Prince should keep in view the divine purpose and enable 
liis subjects to realize the highest good. But since the highest 
jood of mankind is eternal blessedness, the Church and its head, 
the Pope, who is God *8 vicegerent on earth, are superior to the 
secular power. In spiritual affairs, therefore, the temporal 
rulers are subordinate to the priests; they are vassals of the 
Church, and their subjects do not owe them loyalty after they 
liave been excommunicated. The State is no longer regarded as 
the result of the sinful nature of man, ns in Augustine's City 
5 / God, but is a divinely established institution. 

Among the followers of Thomas we mention: Aigidius of Lcssines 
(1278), Gottfried of Fontaines (ciVca 12S3), AEgidius Colonna 
(4-131C), Thomas of Strasburg (-H357), Herv^ do Nedellcc (+1323), 
Thomas Bradwardine (+13411), Capreolus (+1444), Dominicus of 
Flanders (+1S00), Thomas de Vio (Cajetanus, +1534). The poet 
Dante (12G3-1321) is an enthusiastic follower of the Tbomistie teach- 
ings in his Dhitta Commedia. 

A modified Tliomism is taught by the Jesuit Molina, Gabriel Yasquez 
(^604), and Francis Suarez (+1617). Francis Yiltoria (+1M6) 
and Baflez (+1G04) adrocatc the original Thomistic news. 

The Dominicans made Thomas “the doctor of the order” in 12SG. 
The Jesuits adopted the Thomistic teachings at the foundation of their 
order by Loyola (1534), but later departed from them. Pope Leo 
XIII, the predecessor of the present Pope, made the philosophy of 
St. Thomas the ofitcial philosophy of the Catholic Chnrch and ordered 
the publication of a new edition of bis works. Thomism is to-day the 
leading philosophical system in Catholicism; the teachers and writers 
of the Church base themsclres on Thomas. 


31. jVNTi-scnoLASTic Tendencies; Mtsticissi, pANTUosii, and 
Natural Science 

In addition to the great scholastic systems of Albert and 
Thomas, we find in the thirteenth century the same supplemen- 
tary and antagonistic movements which we noted . 

In our survey of twelfth-century thought: mysti- ^ 
cism, logical and scientific studies, and pantlicism continued to 
attract man}' scholars of the Chnrch. 

John Fidanza (1221-1274), called Bonaventura, a pupil of 
Alexander of Hales, belonged to the Franciscan order, in which 
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Aiigustinianism was popular. Although he wrote Sentences 
and cxegetical works, he is particularly noted as a mj'stic. His^ 
leanings are toward the Augnstmian-PJatonic mode of thought, 
and his mysticism docs not essentially differ from that of the 
school of St. Victor. Ilis chief mystical work is the Itineramm 
mentis ad Deum. 

The way to God leads from cogitath through meditatio to 
contemplatio. In contemplation wc pass through several stages: 
wc contemplate God in the corporeal world, then in our own 
inner life, and rise from this to the immediate vision of God 
himself. On the highest stage the soul transcends itself, enters 
upon a state of holy ignorance, and becomes one with the divine 
will through love. The preparation for such a state of ecstasy, 
which is a gift of divine grace, is a life of holiness and prayer. 
As the supremo form of Christian perfection, Bonaventura, who 
was himself a member of the mendicant order of St. Francis 
of Assisi, regards the ascetic life in the monastery with its vo^’s 
of poverty, chastity, and obedience. 


See works on Mysticism mentioned p. 177. ..... 

Among the writers who occupied themselves with the study of lo?>8 . 
and grammar arc William of Sbyreswood (+1249), I^ambert of^ 
Auserre (+1250), and Petros Hispanus (most Ukefy 
identical with Pope John SXI, who died 1277). Peter 
wrote a test-book on logic, Swmmtil® lofftcates, ■which largely follows 
Aristotle and Boethius, and which for centuries remained on authonta- 
tivc work on the subject. Nicolas of Paris (who taught at Clos- 
Bruneau, 1250-12C3) combined grammar and logic . in his 5ynea* 
tefforemata. 


As has been pointed out before, a certain interest in natural 
science went along with the chief intellectual business of th® 
Middle Ages, which was scholastic philosophy- 
During the thirteenth century the occupation with 
scientific studies continued, although Roger Bacon, 
one of the leaders in the movement, complains of the scant 
attention paid to such things outside of Oxford. Among those 
whom we have already mentioned as encouraging an interest 
in nature were Adelard of Bath and Albert the Great. In Eng' 


land the mathematical and physical sciences were cultivated. 
Albert, Vincent of Beauvais, and Roger Bacon devoted 
selves to geographical studies. The scientific men of the times.^ 
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believed that the earth was a sphere, a view which the Church 
^condemned. It was supposed that the Mediterranean basin occu- 
pied the center of the earth, and that India could be reached 
by the sea route westward ; indeed, Columbus died in the belief 
that he had discovered the western part of India. 

The names which have been recorded in the list of students of sci- 
ence are: Alexander Neckam (-fl217), Alfred Sarchel (who wrote a 
treatise on the motion of the heart, about 1225), John Peckham 
(4-1292), Roger Bacon (41294), Wilelo (bom about 1230), and 
Dietrich of Freibei^ (a teacher at Paris from 1265-12C9). In Witelo 
and Dietrich the natural-scientiSc interest is combined with Neoplatonic 
leanings. 

The most original and independent figure of this group is 
Roger Bacon (41294), a curious mixture of the medieval and 
modem scholar. Roger, who was a Franciscan monk and re- 
ceived his training at Oxford and Paris, devoted himself espe- 
cially to the study of mathematics (which he regarded as the 
foundation of all scientific study and in whicli he included 
arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, and music) and the physical 
sciences, among which he enumerates perspective, judiciar>' and 
^operative astronomy, alchemy, agriculture (plants and animals), 
medicine, astrology, and magic. He also regarded the study of 
languages, Greek, Hebrew, Arabic, and Chaldean, as indispensa- 
ble to theologj' and philosophy. Metaphysics is the science of 
first principles. Roger recorded his thoughts in an encyclopedic 
work, the Opus majus. 

Opus majus edited by Jebb, Bridges; unpublished writings by 
Brewer; other unpnblbh^ writings by Steele; an unpublished frag- 
ment of Opus tertium by Dubem; Essays by IS’att. 

Charles, R. Bacon, etc.; H. Siebert, E. Bacon; E. Fliigel, E. Bacons 
SiW^nrry rVr o’er lAr iPiitv/r swf 

eontemporains; Werner, Psi/cfiohyie, and JCosmoloyie des R. Bacon/ 
Vogl, Fht/sik R. Bacons. 

Of the two methods of knowledge, demonstration and experi- 
ence, Bacon lays stress on the latter, “ for without experience, 
nothing can be sufficiently known,** Experience, however, is 
twofold: human or philosophical, which depends on the external 
senses, and inner illumination or divine inspiration, through 
svhieh we reach “ knowledge not only of spiritual things, but 
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of corporeal matters and the sciences of philosophy.” By means 
of such inner experience wc may also rise, through seven stages, 
to a condition of eesta^ or mystical knowledge of spiritual 
things and of all liuman sciences,” in which he who has the 
experience sees much of which man is not permitted to speak. 

We see how far removed this attitude of Bacon’s is from 
the modem conception of science. With much that is modem, 
he offers a mass of fantastic ideas and superstitions: astrology 
is mixed with astronomy, magic with mechanics, alchemy with 
chemistry; and the doctrine of twofold experience opens the 
door to all kinds of possibilities harmful to the development of 
experimental science. The important thing, however, is that 
Bacon actually busied himself with nature and that he empha- 
sized the need of observation in this field. 

In his Aiigustinian-Platonic philosophy, Roger followed the 
teaching which was becoming a tradition of his order, conibining 
with it Arabian speculations. 

In addition to its mystical and naturahscicntlfio tendencies, 
which did not always accommodate themselves to scholasticism, 
_ the thirteenth century exhibits signs of opposi- 

tion to the entire church philosophy. Under 
the influence of Averroism, a number of thinkers distin- 
guish between philosophical truth and theological truth, 
holding that though these may contradict one another, e-ieh 
is true in its o\vn sphere. Some of the heretical proposi- 
tions developed in this way were condemned in 1240 hy 
the Bishop of Paris. John of Brescia advanced a number of 
heresies in 1247 and made the plea that they were offered not 
as theological but as philosophical truths. Again, in 1270 and 
in 1277, the Bishop of Paris (Etienne Tempier) rejected the 
doctrine of twofold truth and condemned a long list of theses 
taught in the Faculty of Arts in the University oi Paris, 
them propositions denying the Trinity, the resurrection of the 
body, the suffering of the soul by fire, the supernatural nature 
of ecstasies and visions, creation in time, and the need of grac® 
as means to happiness. Around the same 'time Siger of Brabant 
tried to show the impo^bilify of demonstrating a number of 
propositions, wliieb were ” theologically ” self-evident, by prov- j 
ing their opposites : for example, that there is no God, no cer - 1 
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tain knowledge, no moral responsibility, no principle of contra- 
diction, and that a heavy object not supported will not fall. 


The example of Raymond Lolly (1235-1315; Ars hrevis, Ars 
magna), who opposed such heresies, shows that faith in the 


capacity of reason to solve all problems had not 
disappeared. In his opinion, reason not only 
reaches no conclusions contradicting the Christian 


Raymond 

Lully 


faith, but is able to demonstrate with absolute certainty all the 
mysteries of religion. He invented what he called “ the great 
art,” a method by means of which one might ” without the effort 
of learning and reflection give information concerning all ques- 
tions of knowledge.” The method consisted in placing a series 
of nine concepts and questions on seven movable concentric 


disks and manipulating the disks in such a way as to produce 
answers. 'With this barren mechanical device he succeeded in 


winning a large and enthusiastic following, which continued to 
believe in the ” great art ” down to the seventeenth century. 
(Cf. Kercher, Eamund Lullus.) 


DECLINE OF SCHOLASTICISM 

32. JowN Duns Scotus 

Although the Thomistic philosophy become the official doc- 
trine of the great Dominican order and gained many adherents, 
its supremacy did not remain undisputed. The 
Franciscan schools, whose first great teachers, 

Alexander of Hales and Bonaventnra, although 
not repudiating Aristotelianism, followed their Augustinian- 
uwwvy of ttw MgamAwts wnd e.oJaAl'i- 
sions of the new system, and soon Christian scholars were 
divided into two rival camps. The Franciscans emphasized the 
practical, emotional, mystical, personal, and devotional side of 
religion; for them the intellect was of less importance than the 
will, the ethical-religious content of Christianity more signifi- 
cant than theoretical constructions of the faith. It was natural 
that many critics and opponents of the new scholasticism should 
have sprung from this order. There were n number of possible 
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directions for dissenters to take; first, to attack certain princi- 
ples of the dominant philosophy; second, to reject the union 
of Christianity with Aristotclianism as unsuccessful; third, to 
deny the demonstrableness of the faith; fourth, to den7 
the possibility of scliolasticism altogether. By adopting the first 
three of these positions, John Duns Scotus paved the way for 
tlie acceptance of the fourth and thus assisted in the overthrow 
of the scholastic system. 


Among those who joined the opposition to Thomism, we name the 
following, some of whom have already been mentioned in other con- 
nections: Peekham, Warro, Kilwardby (+1278), William Lamarre (who 
wrote CorrccloriMin fralris Thomtp, 1284), Richard of Middletown 
(4-1300), Henry of Ghent (1217-1293), Siger of Brabant (+1283), 
Matthew of Aquasparta (+1302), Peter John Olivi (+1293), Roger 
Bacon (+1294), William Durand of St. Pourfiain (-J-1332). 


The spirit of opposition to the Thomistic system found exprewioa 
in the thought of John Duns Scotus (born c. 1265), n native of 
•n„_. Q„„f„a or Ireland and a member of the Franciscan order, 

exact place and date of his birth are not known. He 
studied at Oxford, showing an aptitude for mathematics, and bec^e 
a teacher at Oxford, Paris, and Cologne, where he died in 1308. Etj 
fame rests not so much on his constructive ability as on his dialectwa 
acumen and skill as a critic, his title, “the subtle doctor," being 
earned. He was influenced by Roger Bacon and Alexander^ of Halw, 
and regarded Augustine and Anselm ns the highest authorities. Ihe 
Franciscans made him the doctor of their order. 

Among his works are; Opus Oxoniense and Opus ParUiense (lecture- 
notes published by his pupils at Paris); Quastlones quodlibelaies- 
Ed. of works, Lyons, 1C3D; Paris, 26 vols., 1895. 

Hagenbacb, History of hoctrines, trcnsl.; Werner, /. Pans Seotva, 
Seeberg, Pie Theologie des Duns Scotus; Kahl, Die Lehre vom Prinia! 
des Willens bei Augustinus, Duns Scotus M«d Descartes. 


The thinking of Duns Scotus is based on the following pr^ 
suppositions: The dogmas are beyond dispute; faith is the basis 
. of the highest truth; love is the fundamental 

I^owledge virtue; faith and love are based on the will; they 
are the conditions of the vision of God; hence, the 
will is superior to the intelleet. He agrees with Thomas that 
there can be no conflict between the truths of faith and the 
truths of reason; and he, too, makes use of philosophical kmowl* 
edge in support of hia own theories and in criticism of those of 
his opponents. In his opinion, also, reason is incapable of eX- 
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plaining the mysteries of religion and should be supplemented 
by faith. But Duns Scotus goes farther than Aquinas in nar- 
rowing the sphere of reason ; his mathematical studies had taught 
him what real demonstration meant, and he did not consider 
propositions pertaining to divine nature, divine purpose, 
divine prescience and predestination, the immortality of the 
soul, and the like, susceptible of rational demonstration or 
the arguments for them valid. Here, he held, faith alone can 
give us certainty} it does not entirely exclude doubt, but 
it does exclude convincing doubts. The aim of theology is not 
to reveal the plan of salvation; its aim is practical, not theo- 
retical. Without a revealed doctrine, with which theology con- 
cerns itself, we could not Icnow the purpose of God with respect 
to man ; no science can tell us that. Theologj’ has its own prin- 
ciples and the highest object (God) ; hence, it takes precedence 
over all the sciences. Philosophy, too, has its own principles 
and is an independent science; it is, in no way, subordinate to 
theology. In this teaching a clean separation is made between 
revealed theology and philosophy, which, consistently adhered 
to, leads to the emancipation of philosophy from its senitudc 
to theolog}'. Duns Scotus made the separation in the interest 
of faith, but in doing so he opened the way for the liberation 
of philosophy. He was so thoroughly convinced of the truth of 
revealed theology that he feared no danger from thought; 
reason, if properly employed, was bound, in his opinion, to be 
in harmony with religion; although it could not demonstrate the 
dogmas, it could, at least, not disprove them. For thinkers 
less firm of faith than Scotus, there were other possibilities: 
reason might reach results connicting with the dogma, in which 
case they could either accept or pretend to accept both reason 
and faith or abandon the dogma. Every one of these alterna- 
tives was chosen. 

In bis doctrine of universak Duns Scotus largely follows the 
theory of his time, which Thomas, too, had accepted. Univcrsals 
exist before things, as forms in the mind of God; 
tn things, as their essence or general nature; and 
after things, as abstract concepts in our minds. 

Univcrsals are not mere ideas; conceptual knowledge is real 
or has a real object; otherwise all science would be reduced to 
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mere logic. The principle that governs our philosopher is that 
thought and reality agree, that logical notions and distinctions / 
are not mere acts of thought, but have a reality corresponding 
to them; it is not necessary, however, that the correspondence 
between knowledge and objects be one of identity, that the one 
should be the copy of the other. We could not think at all if 
we did not begin nith particular objects; yet, starting as we 
do, we think in universal terms. And we distinguish lexically 
between the genus and the species ; the genus necessarily implies 
the species and a species necessarily implies individuals. Every 
individual differs from other individuals of the same species; 
there is an individual difference differentiating individuals from 
one another, as there is a specific difference differentiating 
species. We can go no further, we cannot divide the individual: 
every individual or particular thing is an indivisible unity, 
it is the ultimate reality, the last form to which no other can 
be added. The individual difference is what constitutes this 
particular individual; just as the species is the genus plus the 
specifio difference, so the individual is the species plus the 
individual difference. The universal nature or essence or wlial* _ 
ness (quidditas) is here supplemented by the individual nature, 
by thisness (hcBCceUas, as later followers expressed it). Just 
as man proceeds (logically) from animal by the addition 
of the specific difference, humanity/, to life, so Socrates 
comes from man by the addition to the universal and specific 
essence, of the individual character (SocrohVos). This indi* 
vidual difference, Duns Scotus declares, is the principle of indi- 
viduation, and not matter, as Thomas had taught. The par- 
ticular thing is what it is, not because of the matter in it, — 
that were so, the members of the same species would all be the 
same, — it is what it is because of its individualized nature, its 
individuality. This difference is not a thing (res), nor is it 
merely a logical distinction. It is not a separate entity added 
to the general characteristics of objects, but a quality or form 
or character going with these general characteristics, — inherent 
or immanent in them. 

By analyzing universals or general concepts we finally reach ^ 
individuals; but we can also pass upward until we come to j 
the most universal concepts, the highest of which is being (€ns)t 
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which transcends all others, for we can predicate it of everything 
else. Besides this, there are other transcendent concepts ; they 
arc the most general predicates which we can apply to things: 
unity, goodness, truth identity and diversity; contingency and 
necessity ; actually and potentiality, etc. 

"With Thomas, Duns Seotns holds that we can infer the 
existence of God only from his works or a posieriori , — the 
proof is potential in every created spirit, one 
that every reason can make actual, — ^hut that ^ 
divine omnipotence or creation out of nothing cannot he 
proved. God is pure form or ene^y or actuality; everything 
in him is explicit, nothing merely potential, otherwise he 
would not he perfect and absolutely spiritual. In God knowl- 
edge is a living intuition of eveiything real and possible, an 
explicit actuality. Prom the fact of the world we infer a first 
cause to which it is a necessity of thought to ascribe conscious 
knowledge and purpose. "Wo cannot, however, deduce o priori 
God’s intelligence from his divine nature or being. Only such 
arguments as are hosed on a posteriori reasoning have rational 
certainty; all other forms of speculation followed by the school- 
men of his day Duns rejects. For the same reasons we can 
ascribe will to God; he wills himself absolutely, Ids will is 
infinite *. in a single act he cau will everything possible to him, 
and he is absolutely free to will or not to will. This is incon- 
ceivable to human reason, but it is a Christian conception. God 
willed the world and must have willed it eternally, otherwise 
there would have been a time in which he did not will it, which 
would imply change and imperfection in God. 

Everything else in creation is a union of form and matter, 
actuality and potentiality; all created spirits, the angels in- 
cluded, and the human soul, have matter as well as form. (This 
doctrine was one of the points of dispute between the Scotists 
and the Thomists.) "What Seotns means is that potentiality 
implies materiality of some sort, that only the actual or realized 
spirit (God) is pure. We can conceive of matter (materia 
prima) as the nature common to all things. 

The p^chology of Duns Scotus, like the rest of his philosophy, 
shows many points of agreement witli Thomas’s. Form and 
matter, soul and body, however, constitute a siibstnntial unity 
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in man. But the soul itself, as we have Just stated, is a union 
of form and matter; and the body, too, as the particular body 
of a particular soul, has its form. Duns also bolds 
syc 0 ogy different powers of the soul are distin- 

guished from the essence of the soul and from one another 
formally, not really : there is one soul with different powers, or 
functions as we should say. Another difference became the 
ground of controversy between Thomists and Scotists. Al- 
though Thomas recognizes the importance oi the wiW in the 
economy of the soul, the intellect takes precedence in his system 
over the will; as the most abstract and simple function, it is 
the higher faculty, the distinguishing mark of the rational be- 
ing; it determines the will with respect to the highest good, 
as we have seen. “With Duns Scotus the will is superior to the 
intellect. The will would cease to be will if it were necessarily 
determined by knowledge. It has power of assent {velle) and 
denial {nolle). Imagination and intelligence are the inevitable 
preconditions {causs sine Quibvs non) of acts of will, but not 
the determining causes: the will can decide in favor of 
temptations of sense or iP favor of the moral law, the prin- 
ciples of morality (synteresis ) ; it is a free will {Uhcrum 
arhitrium). 

If this is so, then the will can, without the aid of divine grace, 
act in accordance with the demands of natural morality. Duns 
accepts this conclusion, but points out that eternal life cannot 
be won without faith, hope, and love, which are gifts of grace, 
and which enable the will to perform the acts demanded by God. 
For Thomas eternal blessedness consists in the contemplation 
of God; for Seotus it is centered in on act of will, in that func- 
tion in which we are directly united with God, and that is love, 
which is an act of will. The vision of God is the material cause, 
or condition, of blessedness. The purpose of knowledge is will; 
will or love is an end in itself. Tliomas says, if we had our 
choice between intellect without will and will witbont intellect, 
we should choose tlie former; Seotus says we sliould choose the 
latter. The will is the higher, nobler, more worthy faculty of 
the soul, it is absolutely free in its action and not determined by 
the idea of the good; it chooses the good freely. 

Duns Seotus applies these thoughts to his notion of God. In 
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God, too, the ^11 is superior to tbo intellect, he is not deter- 
mined bj' his reason. Hence, we cannot Icnow his 
purposes and understand his acts by rational de- 
ductions from principles. It was not ncccssarj' 
for him to create a world, and he could have created a different 
one from this if he had so drilled. Nor is he bound by the order 
he has established; he can change it, at tcill, without incurring 
guilt. ’Whatever he wills and establishes is right {lex recta). 
The nniversc, therefore, is not rational in the sense of being 
the neccssarj' outcome of rational tliought; if it were, wc could 
reason the whole thing out ourselves, think the thoughts of God 
■ after him, as it were. 

Similarly, the divine commandments which concern our life 
in the world and our relations with one another are not ncccs- 
sai^' commandments: God does not command us to act in certain 
ways because the nilcs are self-evident to reason or necessary; 
no, they are necessary because God prescribes them. He could 
have made a society in which murder and polygamy and the 
violation of property rights would not be wrong. We cannot 
deduce these laws from an absolute moral law, wc cannot derive 
them from the command of brotherly love, because they do not 
follow necessarily from it, and, besides, the law of love is not 
n law of nature; nor can we prove that the love of God is n 
law of nature. Duns docs, however, regard certain laws of the 
Decalogue, the first four commandments, as necessary. In prin- 
ciple, this, of course, omounts to an abandonment of the entire 
tbeorj’ of the arbitrarj* will, for if God is bound by necessary 
laws in any case, he is not absolutely free. Scotus justifies the 
exception in this way: That roan should have no other gods 
but God^ that he should not take his name in vain, that he 
should worship him, arc self-evident laws ; they follow from God’s 
love of himself, and God must love himself; they arc not merely 
the commands of an arbitrarj* will. 

Since God is omnipotent, his decrees must be fulfilled. Among 
his irrevocable decrees arc the rcwanl of the good and the pun- 
isliment of the wicked. But who in particular Is to be rewarded, 
who punished, is not settled. Here wc are dealing with par- 
ticular decisions, not general laws, and, in these cases, God may 
change his mind, will otherwise, since he is absolutely free. The 
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divine will is absolutely just because what it wills is absolutely 
just. 

Among the pupils of Duns Seotos are John de Bassolis, Antooiiis 
Andreas (+1320), Francis de Mayronis (+1325), and Walter Burleigh 
(+1337). 


33. Nominalism 

Thomas and Scotus both limited the sphere of provable truth. 
Doctrines which had been regarded as demonstrable by school- 
men before them, were relegated to the domain 
Rational of authority and faith. Scotus went even farther 
Unimsals than Thomas in this direction, as we have seen; he 
not only eireumsccihed the boundaries of phi- 
losophy, but subjected the arguments which had been offered in 
support of Christian dogma and natural theology to a searching 
and destructive criticism. We find him exercising a strict cen* 
sorship over the intellectual activities of the schoolmen, distin* 
guisbing carefully between what is vab'd and what is invalid in 
their reasonings, and keeping thought within what appeared to 
him its legitimate, bounds. He does not lack confidence in 
human reason; indeed, he has an abiding faith in it and employs 
the methods of logic in theology os well as in philosophy. But 
he clearly understands that the articles of faith, though capable 
of rational treatment when once we are in possession of them 
(through revelation), cannot be acquired and demonstrated by 
the unaided natural reason. 

This view suggested to some thinkers a further and more 
radical advance; they simply wiped the field of provable theo- 
logical truth from, the scholastic map. Nothing in theology can 
be demonstrated, they held; theology is not a science at all, the 
dogmas are not only incapable of proof, they cannot even be 
rendered intelligible. Instead of endeavoring to rationalize 
them, we shonld obediently believe them; though there may be 
neither rhyme nor reason in them, they are true nevertheless; 
it is meritorious to believe what cannot be demonstrated. 

Another line of thought was suggested by the realistic teach- 
ings of Thomas and Scotus. If the particular object is, as 
Scotus says, the “ ultimate reality,” if individuality consists 
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not merely of accidental characteristics, but is the final realiza- 
tion of the xmivcrsal, then the particular object is the true and 
the most real reality and, for us, the only object of scientific 
study. And such a study reveals the fact, so it was ai^ued, 
that general concepts or universals are not real in the scholastic 
sense at all, but mere abstractions of the thinking mind, mere 
ways of expressing qualities which are common to many par- 
ticular things. Here wc have the revival of a doctrine which 
appeared at the threshold of scholasticism (Roscelin), and which 
also marks its end: nominalism. 

Among those who drew these conclusions and laid the foundations 
for a new Dominalistic philosophy are tho Franciscan Peter Anreoli 
(+1321) and the Dominican William Durand (+1332), once a fol- 
lower of Thomas. The great leader of the movement, however, caked 
by his followers the venerable inceptor” and “invincible doctor," 
was the English Franciscan, William of Occam, or Ockam (bom about 
1280). Eo was probably a pupil of Duns Scolus at Oxford, and it 
is certain that he taught at Paris for a few years. In the conflict which 
was raging in bis day between Church and State, be sided with the 
nationalists and enjoyed the protection of Louis of Bavaria, at whose 
court he died in 1347. 

Among bis books are four books of Sententes; 3'imma fotius logkesi 
Quedlibeta eeptem; Centiloquium theologicum; and works on the Power 
of the State and the Church. 

Lowe, Der Kampf eicischen dem Realismus und Nominalismtis, etc.j 
Schreiber, Die poUtiechen und religidsen Doktrinen unter Ludmg dem 
Baier. 

According to "William of Occam, only particulars exist and 
all our knowledge begins with particulars. Hence follows the 
importance of what he calls inUiition, or percep- 
tion, through which we become aware of the exist- 
ence of a thing and which we express in judgment 
(actus intellectus) . We abstract from the particular objects 
the qualities common to them, and so form concepts or imi- 
versals. We have no special faculty of the mind, or intellect, 
for this; we naturally abstract when two similar objects are 
presented to us. Such universals, liowever, exist merely as ideas 
or thoughts in the mind, and are expressed in words or conven- 
tional signs ; they signify many particular similar things. Sei- ' 
ence, therefore, is wholly concerned with signs or terviini (the 
term= the word plus its meaning). This does not mean, how- 
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ever, that our judgments are concerned 'with ideas only 5 they ' 
are always concerned with things. 

Universals, consequently, have no existence outside the mind, 
they do not exist in things j to assume it, as the realists do, is 
to make entities of abstractions, or to hypostatize ideas, and 
■will, besides, involve us in all kinds of absurdities. Entia non 
niultiplicanda prater necessitatem (“ Occam’s Razor”): enti- 
ties or principles should not be unnecessarily multiplied, Wil- 
liam says, — a thought already expressed by Peter Aureoli. Nor 
do universals exist, in the mind of God, as substances or entities; 
they are the knowledge which he has of things; like ourselves, 
he has knowledge of particular things, which alone have real 
existence. 

Intuitive knowledge includes, besides sense-perception, a 
knowledge of our own inner states, — intellections, acts of will, 
joy, sorrow,” — which is more certain than sense-perception. 
“We do not, however, gain a knowledge of the nature of the soul 
in this way, but merely observe its activities. In addition to 
such direct knowledge we have, also, what Occam calls ” ab* 
stractive ” knowledge, by which he means the knowledge wc S 
acquire by deductive reasoning or the syllogism, and which w 7 
necessarily true. The principles forming the basis of our argu- 
ments, however, are derived from experience by induction. Ej* 
perience, then, is the source of our knowledge, and all kno^vl- 
edge that transcends experience is a mere matter of faith, h 
is impossible to demonstrate the existence of God either onto- 
logically (Anselm) or from experience. Even the latter method 
does not yield more than probability, as all the principles which 
it employs, such as the notion of the impossibility of an infinity 
regressus, are unproved assumptions. Still, the existence of 
is probable on rational grounds, whereas the articles of fait 
cannot be rendered intelligible to reason. It is impossible t® 
rationalize the Christian dogmas; all we can do is to believe 
them. Hence, there is no such thing as a science of theology! 
we are wholly dependent on revelation for the certainty of the 
tmths of religion. Philosophy and theology do not play 
each other’s hands. • ^ 

God is an omnipotent being, bound by no law, free in thought, ^ 
will, and action. He could have established other rules of mo* 
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rality than those which have been prescribed; there is nothing 
self-evident about them, they are binding on us only because 
he has willed them. In us, as in him, the will is superior to the 
intellect. 

We find in these views the abandonment of the fundamental 
principles from which scholasticism had started out. The goal 
had been the rationalization of the Christian faith, 
the union of philosophy and theology- It is now Nominalism 
declared that the undertaking is not only presnmp- 
tuons, but futile, that scholastic theology is a 
pseudo-science, that the entire contents of faith are inaccessible 
to reason. The pious Franciscan who promulgated these 
thoughts, and those who accepted his teachings as a whole, held 
all the more obstinately to their faith in the wreck of theology, 
bat men of different temperament refused to give up the at- 
tempt to rationalize their universe. The battle between the 
Thomists and Scotists was now transformed into one between 
realists and nominalists, and was carried on with extreme bit- 
terness. The University of Paris prohibited the use of William 
of Occam's books in 1339, and rejected nominalism in 1340 j more 
than a century later (1473), all the teachers at the Universi^ 
were bound by oath to teach realism. Other universities, how- 
ever, were established, in which the nominalists found ample 
opportunity to express their opinions: Prague in 1348, Vienna 
in 1365, Heidelberg in 1386, Cologne in 1388; and the contro- 
versy lasted over a hundred years. 

Among the followers of Occam are: John Buridan (died c. 1350), 
who discussed the freedom of the will; Albert of Saxony (-f-1340), who 
wrote on logic and physics; Bobert Holcot (-f-1349) } Gregory of 
Rimini (-|-135S); Nicolas d’Oresme {•{'1382); Alarsilios of Inghen 
Heirrrich HemVoebt and Qabriei Rial (4-1495), 

who gave a systematic exposition of William’s teachings and is called 
the “ last of the schoolmen." 

Pierre d’Ailly (-I-1425) regarded inner perception as more certain 
than sense-perception and lecogniied the scientific certainty of de- 
ductive reasoning, based on tbe principle of contradiction, such rea- 
soning as is employed in mathematics. Robert Holcot insisted on the 
consistent development of philosophical thought, regardless of its 
eonsequenees for the dogma. Nicol^ of Autrecourt criticised the no- 
tion of causality and, opposing Aristotle, accepted the atomistic theory 
and the doctrine of the eternal recurrence of worlds. John Gerson 
(1363-1429) based 'his mysticism on nominalistic premises, and em- 
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phasked the importance of revelation, penitence, and faith as means 
of knowledge. Raymond of Sabande attempted to reconcile nature J 
and revelation, or to prove the doctrines of Christianity by reference to ^ 
the divine revelation in nature. 


34. Myshcism 

We have frequently shown, in considering the different tend- 
encies characteristic of the Middle Ages, how mysticism accom- 
panied scholasticism as a shadow. Many minds 
Orthodox ^ refused to be satisfied with a science of God that 
brought them no nearer to God ; a theology meant 
nothing to them that could not give them personal 
experiences in which they might come into communion with 
divine being. The current of theological thought in the four- 
teenth century was altogether favorable to this religious move- 
ment; the more impotent reason became to grasp and explain the 
mysteries of religion, the greater emphasis could be laid on 
feeling and will. 

During the fourteenth century we find two branches of ays* 
ticism, a Latin mysticism, which is submissive to the Church ^ 
and follows the path marked out by the Vietorines and Bonaven- 
tura; and Germanic mysticism, which assumes a more independ- 
ent attitude toward the doctrines and government of the Church. 
To the former branch belong Pierre d’Ailly (1350-1425), hh 
pupil John Gerson (1363-1429), and Raymond of Sahunde, who 
wrote Theologia natnralis sive liber creaturannn (c. 1434). Ths 
Germanic school includes Eckhart or Eckehart (1260-1327); 
Heinrich Seuse or Suso (1300-1366) ; Johannes Tauler (1300- ^ 
1361) ; the anonymous author of the German Theology; and the 
Dutch mystics: Jan van Ruysbroek (1293-13S1) ; Gerhard dc 
Groot (+1384) ; the Brothers of the Common Life; and Thomas 
a Kempis (Thomas Hamerken of Kempen, 1380-1471), the cele- 
brated author of the Imitation of Christ. 

See the works on the .Mystics and Mysticism mentioned on p- 
also Pfeiffer, Deutsche Slystiker des XIV. Jahrhunderts (contains tbe 
works of Eckhart and his predecessors). Eckhart’s writings and ser- 
mons, edited by Biittner. See A. Lasson, Meister Eckhart; also L^' ' 
son’s excellent account of Eckhart in Ueberweg-Heinze, op. cit., 13^ 2 
For bibliography on German Mystics see Ueberweg-Heinze, ib. ' 
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The greatest figure in the ivhole movement is Meister Eekhart, 
Tvho was a Dominican teacher and died in the prison of his 
order. Although the Thomistic sj'stem forms the 
metaphysical groundwork of his mysticism, Neo- 
platonic elements, which had their source in the 
writings of the pseudo-Dionysius, are strongly marked. In his 
Latin writings Eckhart presents his views in more technical 
form and in connection with scholastic tradition, while in his 
German sermons and tracts he gives a more personal, emo- 
tional, and popular treatment. It was through the latter, in 
which the ethical and psychological teachings are strongly em- 
phasized, that he exercised his great infiuence; his significance 
appears, as Lasson has said, when he is appealing to the congre- 
gation and not to the School. His interest, however, is always 
Bpccniative; he does not, like most mystics of the fourteenth 
centurj', lay chief stress on the mystical absorption in God, but 
offers a rational interpretation of the whole Christian scheme 
of life. His mysticism is an intellectual mysticism. 

■With Neoplatonism, Eckhart regards Deity as an inconceiv- 
able, indefinable spiritual substance, as a limitless potency in 
which all things arc united. The beginning and the end is the 
hidden darkness of the eternal Godhead, unknown even to itself. 
Conceived in this transcendent sense, as the inexpressible being, 
God cannot reveal himself; he becomes manifest only in the 
Trinity. In an eternal process the three persons flow out of, 
and back into, the divine nature. The Deity can become God 
only by thinking himself, and in order to think himself he needs 
the Trinity and the world. God must know himself, act and 
communicate himself, and will the good. All this Eckhart con- 
ceives as a timeless changeless process; he applies human cate- 
gories to the Absolute, and then withdraws them again as un- 
suitable to a transcendent being. 

The. Absolute is the ground of the world ; in him dwells the 
system of eternal ideas, as the work of art in the mind of the 
artist. The world is an eternal creation. God was not God until 
ideas were; in this sense all things are in God, and God in all 
things. The finite mind perceives plurality; the timeless and 
spaceless mind sees all things whole: in God’s mind everything 
is an eternal now. In order to avoid pantheism, Eckhart dis- 
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tinguishes from the unified ideal world a world of creatures, j 
a copy of the other, a temporal world created out of nothiug; ^ 
it is the overflow of the divine essence, as it were, and yet 
contained in the divine essence; it is in God and yet not 
identical with God, its imperfections do not touch him. God can- 
not be conceived without creatures; he can no more do without 
them than they without him. In the soul of man, however, he 
finds his true rest. 


Knowledge is the highest function of the soul ; and the high- 
est stage of this knowledge is superrational. It is a supernatural 
contemplation, transcending space and time ; seeking to become 
one with its object, God, it rises beyond the plural, the temporal, 
and the external. The soul is able to accomplish this by means , 
of a divine “ uncreated spark; ” its union with the divine miutl 
is not our own act, but the act of God in us. The whole proc- 
ess of knowledge is an ascent from particulars to unity j it docs 
not stop until it has passed beyond all differences and has entered 
“ the silent desert into which no difference has ever penetrated, 
which is immovable and supreme over all oppositions and 
divisions.” , . < 

Morality consists in bringing the soul back to God. In order) 
to realize the purpose, man must negate his individuality, ^hicb, 
after all, is a mere accident, a nothing: ** put off the nothing, 
and all creatures are one.” ” Whoever would see God mnst 


he dead to himself and buried in God, in the unrevealcd desert 
Godhead, to become again what he was before he was.” “ 
highest degree of self-estrangement is poverty. He is poor who 


knows nothing, desires nothing, and has nothing. So long as * 
man still has the will to do God's will or craves God or eternity 


or any particular things whatsoever, he is not yet quite poor, 
and not yet quite perfect.” ” Act for the sake of acting, iow 
for the sake of loving ; and even if there were no heaven or ho > 
love God for liis goodness.” ** Morality consists not in doing, 
but in being.” Love is the principle of all virtues, it strives 
for the good, it is nothing but God himself. Salvation docs not 
depend on outward forms of conduct like fasting and mortify^? 
the flesh. Only the spirit in which the deed is done is goo<^« 
hence all virtues are one, there are no degrees of virtue. ^ 
right act will follow from the right principle. So long as yo° > 
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lan do anything that is contrary to God’s will, you do not yet 
possess the love of God. It is not to be understood that a person 
should spend all his time in contemplation ; mere contemplation 
vould he selfishness. If any one, in a state of ecstasy, knew of 
i poor man needing relief, it would be far better for him to put 
m end to his ecstasy and serve his needy brother. 

Through grace man becomes reunited with God, By becom- 
ng an individual I give God bis goodness and am constantly 
jiving it to him, for I am making it possible for him to commu- 
aicate himself. God cannot know himself without the soul; 
in so far as I am immanent in the essence of Deity, he performs 
iiis works through me; and everything that is an object of his 
inderstanding, that am I, In retumbg to God, I become one 
vith God again; God has become man in order that I may 
become God. • 

The followers of Eckhart neglected the speculative side of mysticism, 
:n which he was particularly interested, and emphasized the practical 
religious side. The substance of Eckbart’s mysticism is reproduced 
:u a book, composed la Fruakfact oa the Ham, and later discovered 
by Luther, who published it under the title A German Theoioffy (Eine 
ifutsche Tftealcpie). It made a deep impression upon the great re- 
former. 


35, The Progress op Free Thought 

It was the mission of the Middle Ages to prepare the new 
peoples for the reception and continuation of classical Chris- 
tian civilization. The task was undertaken by the . 

Church, who acted as the spiritual ward of these 
peoples. But it inevitably came to pass that the 
child should grow into manhood and that the days of tutelage 
should end. This time had now arrived, and we enter upon a 
new phase of the history of philosophy. It must not be sup- 
posed, however, that there was a sudden break, — such breaks 
rarely occur in history, — the new period was simply the outcome' 
of a long process of evolution and carried over from the past 
many of the characteristics of that past. Scholasticism itself 
had been the result of a yearning for rational insight, of a desire 
to understand and find reasons for what it believed. It repre- 
sented the same spirit of refiection and inquiry which had led 
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to the construction of great metaphysical systems in the golden 
age of Greek thought. It is true, the goal of its search was 
fixed by faith : philosophy served as its handmaiden ; but within ^ 
its circumscribed bounds human reason had a fairly free swing. 
The attitude of the Middle Ages toward rational knowledge is 
by no means the same as that of the early Christians. Primitive 
Christianity did not glorify the intellectual achievements of man 
or expect to enter the kingdom of heaven through the portals of 
speculative reason. “ "Where is the wise? where is the scribe! 
where is the dispnter of this world? ” St. Paul asks, “bath 
not God made foolish the wisdom of this world? For after that 
in the wisdom of God, the world by wisdom knew not God, it 
pleased God hy the foolishness of preaching to save them that 
believe.*’ This is not the spirit of the scholastic Middle Ages. 
The Fathers and the doctors of the Church are eager to under- 
stand, they are bent on rationalizang their faith; they desire 
to know God by wisdom. They did not study the world as 
we study it, they did not pursue truth in the independent man- 
ner of the Greeks, but that was because they were so tliorongbly 
convinced of the absolute truth of their premises, the doctrines , 
of the faith. These were their facts, with tliese they whetted-j 
their intellects, these they sought to weld into a system. Their 
interest lay in a transcendent world and in the relation of our 
earthly life to the spiritual kingdom j the occurrences of nature 
left them cold except in so far as they saw in them the workings 
of the divine plan. What cared they for petty details sO long 
as they understood the really valuable transcendent trutbsi 
The Church did not oppose scientific studies as such ; it was con- 
vinced that no facts could be discovered which would not prove 
the great and fundamental truths, and so it brushed them aside- 
It must also be remembered that the spirit of independenee 
and opposition to authority was never entirely extinguisbt^i 
_. . though it lay smoldering for a long time. It mani- 

Nationalism ^•^sted itself in the political sphere in the striiggif® 
of Church and State, which began early and 
carried on with fierceness on both sides. Tlie victorj* 
from popes to emperors and kings and back again. The 
of Gregory "Vll (1077) marks a triumph for the Church: ITeary . 
IV of Germany goes to Canossa to do penance and to pay bomsge^. 
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to the Pope. Tlie power of the Church reached its climax dur- 
ing tlie papacy of Innocent III (1198-1216) ; but from that 
time on it declined. Philip IV of France (1285-1314) met with 
success in his war with Pope Boniface Vlil and caused the 
removal of the Papal See to Avignon, where it remained from 
1309 to 1376. It was during this period that nominalism and 
German mysticism, two independent movements, made such 
headway. The great schism in the Papac}* lasted from 1378 to 
1415; during these years two popes ruled; at one time three. 
The Babylonian captivity at Avignon and the schism were ter- 
rible catastrophes to the Church; how could she claim either 
temporal or spiritual supremacy when she was divided against 
herself? The unfortunate situation suggested to the University 
of Paris the idea of a national Church; if the world could go 
on with two popes, why might not eacli nation have its omi 
primate? Objection was also raised to the absointism of the 
Pope within the Church itself, and the demand made that since 
the Church is superior to the Pope, be ought to be subordinate 
to a Council. 

Here we have the struggle between nationalism and ecclesias- 
ticism and between democracy and absointism. Back in the 
twelfth century Arnold of Brescia had opposed the temporal 
power of the Church and established a republic in Borne, but 
it was short-lived and Arnold died on the scaffold (1155). At 
first the church writers side with the Church, but gradnally 
opposition arises within her ranks against the temporal power 
of the Boman See. 


Among those favoring Charch sopremacy were nearly all the old 
orthodox schoolmen, and, daring the fourteenth century, Angustinns 
Triomphus (-I-132S) and Akanis Pclagius (+1352). Dante (12i35- 
1321), in his Be monarchia, favors the supremacy of the Emperor in 
worldly affairs, and of the Pope in spiritual affairs. Joachim of 
Floris, William of Occam (+1317), Wyclif (1327-1354), and ilar- 
silins of Padna (+1^3), all oppose the temporal power of the Chnrch. 
MarsUins teaches an imperialistic theory of the State, the doctrine 
of popular sovereignty, and the contract theory. 

History of the HiSe of 'Rationalism tn Europe, chap, v; E. 
Jenks, Laxc end Politics in the Sliddle Ages; Gierke, Political Theories 
of the saddle Age, transl. by Maitland; Brj’ce, Tloltf Roman Empire; 
Eoherlson, Regnum Bei; Troeltsch, Bte Sosialleltren der chrtstlichen 
Kirchen. 
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It must also be remembered that the heretical tendencies 
Tvhich began with the attempt to make a platform for Chris- 
. tianity never disappeared. "We have had occasion, 

Te^ndencies ^ tracing the evolution of the dogma, to speak 
of numerous sects whose teachings were antagonis- 
tic to orthodox doctrines. Mareion (c. 130), an extreme adher- 
ent of the Pauline faction of the new religion, who condemned 
everything Jewish and Petrinic, became the father of a move- 
ment that continued in some form or other for centuries, 


find the descendants of the Mareionites, the PauHcians, in 
Armenia and Asia Minor from the fifth century onwards; the 
Bogomils in Bulgaria from the tenth on. In the eleventh cen- 
tury, a sect called Cathars or Cathari, with similar teachings, 
appeared in Southern Prance. For centuries the Church waged 
a relentless war against the AlbIgeiLses, as this sect came to be 
named, and with the aid of the terrible Inquisition succeeded 


in destroying it, root and branch. In the twelfth century a 
Blmilar sect arose in Northern Italy, the "Waldenses, founded by 
Peter "Waldo in 1170, which, under the name of the Vaudois, 
is in existence to-day. Waldo emphasized the doctrine of justi- 
fication by faith, preached repentance, favored sermons rather 
than ritual, opposed the confessional, dispensations, relics, wor- 
ship of saints, and transubstantiation. He made the Bible the 
criterion of faith, and had the New Testament translated for 


general study. 

In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries we have the great 


reform movements inaugurated by Wyclif (1327-1384) in Eng- 
land and continued by John Huss (13C9-1415) in BohetaU- 
Wyclif opposed the church system, saint-worship, celibacy o 
the clergy, monasticism, the mass, transubstantiation, hier- 
archical government, the primacy of the Pope ; he demanded s 
return to the original congregational organization and the inde- 
pendence of Church and State. With the desire for religion* 
reform came a desire for political and soein! reforms! 
Tyler in England and Thomas Munzer in Germany become the 


leaders of social revolution. 

Signs of a similar independence of thought are found m 
those who refuse to accept the orthodox philosophy. 
already spoken of the pantheism of Scotus Erigcna, which was 
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anathema to the Church, and of the pantheists Joachim of Floris, 
Simon of Tournay, Amalrie of Bennes, and David of Dinant, 
who exliibited a remarkable freedom in their think- 
ing. The pious mj-stics of St. Victor shake the 
verj’ foundations of scholasticism in denying 
the possibility of a union of reason and faith, science and 
religion. Even among the regular schoolmen we find liberal 
tendencies in the twelfth century. The fact is when men begin 
to think, they are apt, in spite of their orthodoxj', to run coun- 
ter to the prescribed doctrine now and then. Anselm, whose 
sole aim was to rationalize the faith, comes dangerously near, 
at times, to contradicting the dogmas of the Church, as Augus- 
tine and Scotus Erigcna had done before him. Roscelin’s re- 
flections on universals landed him in an out-and-out heresy. The 
entire life of Abelard impresses one as a conflict between intel- 
lectual integrity and loyalty to the Church. Sparks of the 
spirit of independence arc visible in the writings of Bernard 
of Chartres, William of Conches, Gilbert of Poiree, and John 
of Salisbury, all bishops of the Church; and the discussions in 
Peter the Lombard's Siinma betray an intellectual curiosity 
which augured well for the future of thought. Many of tlic 
questions which the thinkers of the age considered with all seri- 
ousness, seem barren and foolish to us, but that is because our 
outlook on life has changed; considered in connection with their 
medieval religious background, they represent the workings of 
the inquiring mind. 

The thirteenth century turns from Platonic realism to Aris- 
totelian realism. The interest which the age showed in Aristotle 
was itself a sign of freedom of thought. Aristotle was a pagan, 
and, besides, the knowledge of his writings had come to the 
Western world from the *' infidel ” Arabians. The Church, 
quite naturaHj", at first condemned his philosophy, hut soon 
adapted it to its needs, and made it the oflieial ecclesiastical 
system. The new world-view helped to strengthen tlie bonds of 
union between reason and faith, which were being loosened at 
the beginning of the thirteenth centurj*. In this respect, it 
is true, Aristotelianism served as an antidote to the liberal 
tendencies of the age and stemmed the tide of free thought. At 
the same time, it contained witlun itself elements that proved 



224 


PHILOSOPHY OF THE MIDDLE AGES 


It must also be remembered that the heretical tendencies 
Tvhich began Avith the attempt to make a platform for Chris* 
tianity never disappeared. 'We have had occasion, 
Te^ndencies ^ tracing the evolution of the dogma, to speak 
of numerous sects whose teachings were antagonis- 
tic to orthodox doctrines. Marcion (c. 130), an extreme adher- 
ent of the Pauline faction of the new religion, who condemned 
everything Jewish and Petrinie, became the father of a move- 
ment that continued in some form or other for centuries. IVe 
find the descendants of the Marcionites, the Paulicians, in 
Armenia and Asia Minor from the fifth century onwards; the 
Bogomils in Bulgaria from the tenth on. In the eleventh cen- 
tury, a sect called Cathars or Cathari, with similar teachings, 
appeared in Southern France. For centuries the Church waged 
a relentless war against tlie Albigenses, as this sect came to be 
named, and with the aid of the terrible Inquisition succeeded 
in destroying it, root and branch. In the twelfth centurj’ ft 
similar sect arose in Northern Italy, the Waldenses, founded by 
Peter Waldo in 1170, which, under the name of the Tandoi^ 
is in existence to*day. Waldo emphasized the doctrine of jush* 
fieation by faith, preached repentance, favored sermons rather 
than ritual, opposed the confessional, dispensations, relics, wor- 
ship of saints, and transubstantiation. He made the Bible the 
criterion of faith, and had the New Testament translated for 
general study. 

In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries we have the great 
reform movements inaugurated by Wyclif (1327*13S4) in Ecg- 
land and continued by John Huss (1369-1415) in Bohemia- 
Wyclif opposed the church system, saint-worship, celibacy o 
the clergy, monasticism, the mass, transubstantiation, hier- 
archical government, the primacy of the Pope; he demanded ft 
return to the original congregational organization and the inde- 
pendence of Church and State. With the desire for religion 
reform came a desire for political and social reforms: 
Tj’ler in England and Thomas Munzer in Germany become tbc 
leaders of social revolution. 

Signs of a similar independence of thought are found in 
those who refuse to accept tlie orthodox philosopliy. Wc have 
already spoken of the pantheism of Scotus Erigcna, whicli 
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anathema to tl\e Clinrch, and oC tUc pantheists Joachim of Floris, 
Simon of Tournay, Amalric of Bennes, and David of Dinant, 
who cxliibited a remarkablo freedom in their think* 
ing. Tiic pious mystics of St. Victor shake the 
very foundations of scholasticism in denying 
the possibility of a union of reason and faith, science and 
religion. Even among the regular schoolmen we find liberal 
tendencies in the twelfth century. The fact is when men begin 
to think, they are apt, in spite of their orthodox)', to run coun- 
ter to the prescribed doctrine now and then. Anselm, whose 
sole aim was to rationalize the faith, comes dangerously near, 
at times, to contradicting the dogmas of the Church, ns Augus- 
tine and Scotus Erigena had done before him. Roscelin’s re- 
flections on universals landed him in an out-and-out heresy. The 
entire life of Abelard impresses one as a conflict between intel- 
lectual integrity and loyalty’ to the Church. Sparks of the 
spirit of independence are visible in the writings of Bernard 
of Chartres, 'William of Conches, Gilbert of Poiree, and John 
of Salisbury, all bishops of the Church; and the discussions in 
Peter the Lombard’s Summit betray an intellectual curiosity 
which angured well for the future of thought, ilauy of the 
questions which the thinkers of the age considered with all seri- 
ousness, seem barren and foolish to ns, but that is because our 
outlook on life has chaugod; considered in connection with their 
medieval religious background, they represent the workings of 
the inquiring mind. 

The thirteenth century turns from Platonic realism to Aris- 
totelian realism. The interest whlcli the age showed in Aristotle 
was itself a sign of freedom of tliought. Aristotle was a pagan, 
and, besides, the knowledge of his writings had come to the 
Western world from the “infidel” Arabians. Tlie Church, 
quite naturally’, at first condemned his philosophy’, but soon 
adapted it to its needs, and made it the official ecclesiastical 
system. The new world-view helped to strengthen tlje bonds of 
union between reason and faith, which were being loosened at 
the beginning of the thirtecnUi century. In this respect, it 
is true, Aristotclianism served as an antidote to the liberal 
temlcncics of the age and .stemmed the tide of free tliought. At 
the same time, it centred within itself elements that proved 
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dangerous to scholasticism and encouraged the spirit of inde* 
pendence. By placing a heathen philosopher on bo high s ' 
pedestal, the Church widened the intellectual horizon of men 
and increased their respect for the achievements of antiquity 
The Aristotelian system also helped to arouse an interest in the 
study of nature, and this in time proved to be a great stimulus 
to free inquiry. It formed the bridge from Platonic realism 
to nominalism and thus to modern science. Aristotle’s phi- 
losophy was naturalistic, Christian thought supernaturalistie; 
and although Thomas Aquinas attempted to supplement Aris- 
totle’s world-view by the introduction of supernaturalism, the 
contradiction between the two lines of thought was there. And 
when the contradiction was brought out, as it had to be brought 
out sooner or later, the great respect in which Aristotle bad 
come to be held made his heterodox theories palatable. 

Aristotle ’a philosophy, therefore, was a Greek gift after all, 
and led to the dissolution of scholasticism. St. Thomas builds 
on Aristotle and constructs a system that is satisfactory to tie 
Church, But Duns Seotus, too, who was not made a saint, 
believes that be is carrying out the Aristotelian thought m., 
opposing the rationalistic, realistic, and deterministic concep 
tions of Thomas. By emphasizing the reality of particulars, as 
he did, he tacitly assumed the importance of the particular 
human being and the worth of the individual conscience. His 
doctrines also paved the way for empiricism and nominalism- 
If God is not determined by his reason to create the world, 
then the laws of nature are not necessary, and cannot be deduced 
by reason from the reason of God. Things are what they are 
because God made them soj they might have been otherwise acd 
may change whenever God so wills it. Hence, in order to 
what nature is and how nature acts, we must observe nature, 
experience is the source of onr knowledge. Moreover, if 
ticulars are the ultimate realities, how else can we know them 
except empirically? 

"William of Occam boldly developed certain implications of 
the Scotian teaching and attacked the very foundations of 
scholastic thought. If universals are not real, they are mom 
words; if theology is a barren science, let the Church cast it { 
off. Faith should take the place of reason. Let us dissolve the ' 


THE NEW ENLIGHTENMENT . 227 

Clinrcli's alliance with reason and the world, and return to the 
simple belief and the democratic organization of the spiritual 
Church of Apostolic times. 

Mysticism had always shown a distaste for rational theology. 
But in spite of their anti-rationalistic leanings, the mystics of 
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries remained true to the estab- 
lislied doctrines of the Church. In the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries, however, they became pantheistic and nominalistic, 
as we have seen, and their teachings, though offered in the inter- 
ests of a spiritual religion, contributed greatly to weaken the 
scholastic system and the influence of the visible Church. 

PHILOSOPHY OP THE RENAISSANCE 
36. The New Enlichtemment 

The tendencies which we have outlined, — the development of 
nationalism, the heretical currents of thought, mysticism, the 
antagonism to the scholastic alliance of theology 
and philosophy, — are the forerunnora of two great 
reform movements called the Renaissance and the 
Reformation. The times were begioning to find fault with the 
old traditions, the old language and literature, the old art, the 
old theological s>'stems, the old political relations of Church and 
State, the old authoritative religion. The spirit of reflection 
and criticism, which had been silently quickening, broke out in 
open revolt against authority and tradition: in the revolt of 
nation against Church, of reason against prescribed truth, of 
the individual against tlie compulsion of ecclesiastical oigani- 
zation. The conflict between Churcli and State had been settled 
in favor of the State, hut within both Cliurch and State them- 
selves the desire for political, economic, religious, and intellec- 
tual liberty was forming. It found partial realization in tlie 
Renaissance and Reformation; later on it expressed itself in 
modem philosophy and in all the influences which are still at 
work in the struggle for human libertj' and enlightenment. 

Slowly but surely the authority of the Church is weakened in 
the field of the mind, and the individual begins to assort his 
intellectual independence. Reason displaces authority in phi- 
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losopby, and philosophy cuts loose from guardianship. The 
notion begins to prevail that truth is something to be achieved, , 
something to be won by free and impartial inquirj', not some- 
thing to be decreed by authority. The interest of medieval 
thinkers was largely centered on supernatural things: theology 
was the crown of the sciences. The new age turns its gaze from 
heaven to earth, and natural science gradually pushes its way 
to the front. The same independent spirit manifests itself in 
religion. The individual throws off the fetters of the Church 
and appeals to the Bible and conscience as his standards. He 
refuses to accept a human intennediaiy between himself and his 
God, and longs for a personal communion with the object of 
his faith. 

^ Consult the general histories of philosophy and specUl \vorks men- 
tioned on pp. 4, f,; also the bibliography on the history of modem 
philosophy pven on p. 232; and the following: Fischer, Uisiory of 
Uoderm Philosophtj, vol. I, Introduction, chaps, v, vi; Paulsen, 
SyaUm of Eihxcs, pp, 120, ff.; TV. H. Hudson, The Story of the 
sanee; Canlridye Modern iltslori;, vol. 1; Graves, Uisiory of Educa- 
tion during the Middle Ages, Part II, and Petrus Ramus; Munroe, 
Sistory of^ Education, chap, vi ; Lecky, The History of the Rise of Ra- \ 
tionalism in Europe; A. D. 'Wbite, History of the Warfare of Science ‘ 
icith Theology; Symonds, The Renaissance in Italy, 7 vols.; Bnrck- 
bardt, The Culture of the Renaissanee, 2 vols., transl. by liliddleinan; 
Voigt, Die Wiederbeleburtg des Uassiseken AUertums, 2 vols.; Carriere, 
Die 7rW/anjc/<a«««(7 der Reformationszeit; Hagen, DeutschJands Ut- 
terarische «nd religiose Verhaltnisse m Reformationsseitalter; Peschl, 
Geschkhte des Zeitalters der Entdeckungen; Troeltsch, Soriallehren der 
chrisiltchett Kirchen. 

Bibliographies in Ueberweg-Heinze, Part III, vol. I, §§2, ff,; 
Falekenberg, History of Modern Philosophy, pp. 15-63; and Cam- 
bridge Modern History, vol. I. 

"When the age turned its back upon the past and yearned for 
new things, two ways lay open to it : it could either create new 
. forms of life and art and thought or revert to 
antiquity for its models. The latter course was 
chosen first. Accustomed as the medieval mind had been to 
authority and tradition, it was unable at once to strike out 
new paths for itself. The intellectual reformers turn to classical 
antiquity for inspiration; the culture of Greece and Rome is 
revived or reborn (Renaissance) and humanity is rediscovered 
(Humanism), 
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erally crude and inevitably relapse into the old traditional way 
of looking at things. The scholastic elcmcnta are, however, 
gradually sloughed offj the ancient patterns are no longer 
slavishly followed, thought becomes more independent and origi- 
nal, until, at last, we reach the phase of development which is 
called modem philosophy. 

The first important task to be undertaken was the study of the ancient 
philosophers. A Greek named Plctho came to Italy in 1438 to par- 
ticipate in a council called together at Florence to discuss the union of 
the Eastern and Western Churches. Persuaded by Cosmo di Medici 
to remain in Italy, he established the Florentine Academy (1440) for 
the purpose of teaching and defending the Platonic philosophy. The 
entire body of Plato’s works now for the first time became accessible 
to Western scholars, and reformers were enabled to place a rival in the 
field against the church philosopher Aristotle. But they interpreted 
the great idealistic system, after the fashion of the entire Bast, as 
Neoplatonism. Pletho’s Hellenism was so intense that he sought to 
revive the old Greek colt in an allegorized Neoplatonic form. He 
wrote a work comparing the doctrines of Plato ond Aristotle. 

Pletho is followed in the school by Bessarion (author of a work 
Aifainst the Calumntalors of Phto, 146D), who defends Plato against 
bis Aristotelian compatriots, Gennadlus, Theodorus Goza, Georgius of 
Treblzond. His pupil MarsUins Ficiaus (1433-14DD), a Florentine, 
who regards Plato’s philosophy as the qubtessence of wisdom and the 
key to Christianity, succeeds him. Marsillus edits and translates 
Plato and the Ncoplatoaists, and writes commentaries on them. All 
these thinkers arc opposed to the church system of philosophy. 

The only original system of thought olTered in the fifteenth 
century, one that does not follo^v the beaten track of scholasti- 
cism, is that of Nicolas of Cusa (Krebs of Kues or 
^'^Cifsa Cusa, 1401-1464). Nicolas was educated by the 
mystical BroUicrs of t!»c Common Life at Deventer, 
studied mathematics, jurisprudence, and theology at Heidelberg 
and Padua, and became a Bishop and Cardinal of the Church. 
Like many piiiiosophios of the Renaissance and even an earlier 
period, the Cusan’s world-view is a mixture of medievalism and 
modern thought. It shows the inflncnce of German mysticism. 
Neoplatonism, and the Pythagorean number-theory, and oscil- 
lates between pantheism and the Christian dualistic conception 
of God and the world, 

De docta i^norantia, 1440; De conjeeturis, 1440; Be pace aeu con- 
cordantia pda, 1453 (a remarkable example of the spirit of religious 
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tolerance. See G. L. Burr, “ Anent the Middle Ages,” American His- 
torical Seview, vol- XVIII, No. 4). Bibliography in Ealckenberg, 
History of Modern Philosophy, and in Ueberweg-Heinze, op. cit., Part 
m, Tol. I, §7. 

Nicolas shares the nominalistic of the incompetence of 
reason as a source of knowledge of God. He holds, however, 
that we can have an immediate intmtion of him, a “ vision with- 
out comprehension,” as the mystics taught, and that this may 
be reached by ecstasy. It is a state of learned ignorance, (docta 
ignorantia), in which discursive thought is transcended. God 
is the infinite substance of all that is real in things; in him 
essence and existence, potentiality and reality are one j he is pure 
and infinite actuality, absolute potentiality, absolute knowledge, 
absolute will, absolute goodness. In him all contradictions are 
comprehended; he ia the coincidence of Opposites, and cannot, 
therefore, be grasped by conceptual tliinking. Indeed, nega- 
tions alone arc true and affirmations inadequate in theology. 
Nicolas is unwilling to qualify God in any way; the infinite 
God can be attained only by one who knows that he is ignorant 
of him. 

The world is the explication of God, unity differentiated into 
plurality; it is the copy of God, an animated whole, in every 
part of which he is present in the fullness of bis power. He 
is tlie maximum in that he is unlimited and embraces all tilings; 
he is the minimum in so far os he is present in every particular 
thing. In this sense, each .actual thing is a contraction of 
all things,” God being potential in it. All this is thorough- 
going pantheism. But left as it stands, it would be pure heresy, 
and Nicolas tries to square his theory with orthodox dualism 
by conceiving the world as different from God: the essence of 
things is not the same as the divine essence; they are finite 
and do not completely realize the dhine ideas; they arc con- 
tingent and do not follow necessarily from God’s being. 

Other thinkers were becoming acquainted wjHi the real Aristotle 
and beginning to note the differences between him and the scholastic 
conception of him, whicU bad been influenced by the ^2,e Tme 
Neoplatonic inteiqirctations of the Arabians. The 
Aristotelians split into two parties, some following 
Arerrocs, others Alexander of Apheodisias, in the interpretation of the 
Peripatetic system. In a tactful way they antagonized the Aristotle 
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of the Church. Thus, Pietro Pomponazzi (1462-1524), a professor at 
Padua, in his hook De immortalitate animce, 151G, declares that Aris- , 
totle did not teach personal immortality, that such a thing is physically 
impossible and morally unnecessary. 

Other works of Pomponaza: On Magic; On Fate, Free TFiH, etc. 
See Douglas, Psychology and Philosophy of Pomponazzi. 

A school of Averroists existed in Northern Italy (Padua), largely 
composed of physicians and natural scientists, who interpreted Aris- 
totle in the Averroistic sense, accepting the doctrine of one universal 
intellect and denying the immortality of the soul. When the new 
Aristotle became known, however, the school changed its position, and 
followed the interpretation of Alexander of Aphrodisias. 

Other representatives of Aristotelianism were Porta (+1555), Scaliger 
(14M-1558), Creraonini (1552-1631), and Rudolph Agricola. 

An attempt is also made to reconcile Platonism and Aristotelianism; 
from the Platonic side by John Pico of Jlirandola, and from the 
Aristotelian side by Andreas Ca:salpinus (1519-1603). Other thinkers 
of the times seek to revive Epicureanism and Stoicism; and the latter 
in its Roman form become quite popular with the educated classes. 

The Spaniard Ludovico Vives (1492-1540) opposes not only 
the scholastic system, but its entire method of substituting au- 
thority for experience. The nominalistic philoso- 
Reform of phy the ^^y jq a view. He severely 
PHlosop^ criticises scholastic sophistry and the different J 
sciences in his dialogue Sapiens and in his main 
work, De disciplinis. Instead of confining ourselves to the study 
of Aristotle in natural science, he thinks we should make inde- 
pendent investigations of nature ; instead of indulging in meta- 
physical speculations, we should observe the phenomena them- 
selves, — experiment and reflect on them. He also recommends 
an empirical study of the soul; we ought to inquire not into 
the essence of the soul, but attempt to discover how it acts. 
Vives also offers a metaphysic in which, as in scholasticism, the 
notion of God forms the central doctrine. He shows the nomi- 
nalistic influence, however, in his critical attitude with respect 
to the solution of ultimate problems, placing greater value 
the ethical significance of belief in God and the immortality of 
the soul than on the arguments advanced for them. 

Petrus Ramus (Pierre de la Ramee, 1515-1572), who was influ- 
enced by Vives, attacks also the Aristotelian logic in his 
AnimadversioTis on Aristotle^s Dialectics, 1543, accusing it of v 
corrupting the natural logic of the human mind, and holding ^ 
the great Greek thinker responsible for the barren dialectical •• 
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method current in the universities. In the Institutions of Bio^ 
leciics, published at the same time, he offers a new logic, which 
is to be an art of disputation (urs disscrcndi), and 
shall consist in first finding a principle and then j,/ 
establishing its proof. In a later work he rejects 
the Organon ascribed to Aristotle as spurious and calls himself 
the only genuine Aristotelian. In criticising the scholastic 
methods of instruction and demanding educational reform, he 
is the forerunner of Bacon, Descartes, Locke, and, indeed, of 
nearly all the early modern philosophers who had chafed under 
the cnrrieulum of the School. He, more than any one else, 
expresses the spirit of humanism in the field of education. 

38. Philosophy op Nature ahd Natural Science 

We have spoken in the preceding pages of the interest in 
the study of nature which was beginning to manifest itself in 
this age of enlightenment. The desire to unravel 
the mysteries of the external world assumes a fan* 
tastlc and chariatanical form in many of the bolder spirits of 
the times. Instead of employing the method of observation and 
experiment, they hope, in their impatience, to force the secrets 
of nature by occult means, by a special inner revelation superior 
to sense-perception. To this group belong the Platonist John 
Pico of Mirandola (+1494), his nephew Francis (+1533), and 
Eeuehlin [Be verho mirifico, 1494). They are enthusiastic 
students of the Jewish Cabala, or secret emanation-theories, 
which had been studied by the Jews from the ninth century 
on, and which were popularly supposed to go back to Abraham. 

Others, not content with penetrating the secrets of nature in 
this way, are eager to gain power over it, to compel it to do 
their bidding. But regarding it, as they do, as the manifesta- 
tion of occult forces, they believe it possible to control natural 
phenomena by coming into communion with these spirits. They 
expect to accomplish their purpose by means of secret arts and 
sjTnbols, mystic formula* of all kinds, or by discovering the hid- 
den numbers in which, according to the Pythagorean teaching, 
the book of nature is written. This is magic or theurgy. Since 
the planets, too, are under the domination of spirits, astrology 
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forms an important part of the doctrines of such lovers of the. 
occult. They are also deeply interested in the magical trans- 
formation of metals, the art of making gold, or alchemy. 
Alchemy was placed in the service of medicine, and all lands of 
secret compounds and tinctures, mixed in the most fantastic 
ways, were used to cure disease. In short, the entire movement 
was a search for the philosopher’s stone, with the aid of which 
the profoundest secrets of nature were to be fathomed and com- 
plete control gained over it. 

Agrippa of NettesLeim (14S7-1535) ami Theophrastus of Holienbeim 
(1493-iMl), called Paracelsus, were leading figures in this group of 
wonder-men. Among later followers of Paracelsns are: R. Fludd 
(-1-1637), John Baptista van Helmont (1577-1644), and Francis 
Mercurius van Helmont (IGIS-ICDO). 

The philosophical foundation of Paracelsus's conception of 
nature is Neoplatonism. Man is the microcosm, hence we can 
understand the universe only by studying man, and man only 
by studying the universe. Man possesses an elementary or 
terrestrial or visible body, a sidereal or astral or invisible body 
(the spirit), which comes from the sidereal region, and a soul, 
which has its origin in God. Hence, there are three great 
sciences: philosophy, astrologj', and theology'. These with 
alchemy form the basis of the science of medicine, and the 
physician should have knowledge of all of them. The so-called 
four elements, earth, water, fire, air, are compased of three basal 
substances, sal (the solid principle), mercury' (the liquid), and 
sulphur (the combustible). Each of the four elements is ruled 
by elemental spirits, earth gnomes, water by undines, air by 
sylphs, and fire by salamanders. Each particular thing has an 
areheus ruling it, and disease is the checking of this vital force 
by opposing terrestrial and astral forces. The secret of medicine 
is to support this vital force against its enemies by means of 
alchemy and magic. 

This fantastic conception of nature, which presents a curious 
mixture of supematuralism and naturalism, of mysticism and 
science, is finely portrayed by Goethe in his Faust. In Faust 
the spirit of the Renaissance is personified; the insatiable thirst 
for knowledge, the primitive methods of gaining it, tlie medieval 
prejudices and superstitions, the ensuing skepticism, the keen 
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longing for the exnhcrancc of life, — all these ore characteristics 
S of the man standing at the tnniing-pomt of tuo eras. 

Tiicre was nothing to cause astonishment in doctrines of tlie 
kind put forth bj’ Theophrastus and his ilk. The view of nature 
as the abode of occult magic forces chimed in with the popular 
beliefs. Miraeles were not unusnal, saint after saint performed 
them during his life, and his relies exerted magic influence 
after his death. And men who occupied themselves with the 
hidden forces or the black arts could do wonderful things 1 At 
the end of the fifteenth centurj*, a theologian named Jacobus 
Sprcngel wrote a book on witchcraft, MaJea malcfica, in which 
ho discussed, with all seriousness and in a scientific manner, the 
causes of witchcraft, its effects, and the remedies to be used 
against it. 

In spite of its extravagances and superstitions, this move* 
ment may be said to mark progress. It is an attempt to study 
Olid control nature, and a precursor of modern science. The 
followers of the magic arts are still enamored of the occult 
theories and practices of medievaHsm, but their faces arc turned 
. toward the future. In the course of time the extravagant elc* 
TOcnla arc stripped off, one by one; alchemy evolves into them* 
istrj*, astrologj' into astronomy, magic into experiment; and 
the m}*stical Pythagorc.iu number-system fosters a taste for 
mathematics. It was an astrological motive that induced 
Copernicus to inquire into the mathematical order of the 
heavens. The longest way round is sometimes the shortest way 
liomc. 


Cf. Leek}*, A. D. While, ’Warfare of Sdmee tn7h 

Theologij; Kiesewetter, Oeschiehte ties nevtm OcniUismus; Rixner and 
SIber, Lebeti und Lehrmtinunffen beruhmter Vhifiker, etc.; Strunr, 
Paraettitts; A. Lehmann, .t6ergtaa5c and Zauherei. 


In Italy we find a number of nature-philosophers who, though 
not entirely free from the old superstitions, such as alchemy 
and astrology, showed the true scientific spirit. 

Thus Girolamo Carden, or Cardan (1501O57G), a 
ce!ebrate<l phj*sician, mathcm.ntician, and scientist, 
tries to explain all things n.aturally. There are three clcm-mls, 
not four: earth, air, \vatcr; fire is not a substance at all, but an 
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accident (property) produced by heat, n-hich is produced by 
motion. The world has a soul, which is identical with light and 
heat. 

De subiilitate rerum; Be varietate rerum; Be vita propria (an in- 
teresting autobiography). 

Bernardino Telesio (1503-1588; Ve rerum iiaiura) has as his 
aim the reform of natural science, which is to be independent 
of Aristotle and the ancients and based on obscr\’ation. Although 
his philosophy far surpasses the other nature-systems of the Re- 
naissance, it is not free from Greek influence; traces of the 
Pre-Socratic “ physiologers ” and touches of the Stoic meta- 
physics are noticeable in it. lie uses ns his principles of ex- 
planation matter (which was created by God and remains con- 
stant in quantity) and force, with its opposing elements, heat 
and cold. Heat causes expansion and rarefaction in matter, 
and is the source of all life and motion; cold contracts and con- 
denses, and is the cause of all fixity and rest. The universe owes 
its existence and changes to the constant opposition between these 
two principles. Even the soul (spirifus) is explained mechan- 
ically and materially hy Telesio; it is a fine stuff consisting of 
heat, seated in the brain but diffused over the entire body by 
means of the nerves. It is the principle tliat holds the parts 
of the organism together and caus^ their motion. In addition 
to the material soxil there is an immortal soul, wliich is super- 
added by God. In his ethics Telesio teaches that self-preservation 
is the sole object of man’s striving. 

Telesio was the founder of a natural-scientific society at . 
Naples, the Telesian Academy. Francis Patrizzi (1529-1597) 
combines Neoplatonism with the Telesian principles. 

The interest in external nature, which so frequently revealed 
itself during the Middle Ages and assumed such curious shapes, 
culminated in the scientific movement of which 
Movement Leonardo da Vinci (1452-1519), Copernicus (1473- 
1643), Galileo (1564-1641), Kepler (1571-1630), 
and Newton (1642-1727) are the chief representatives. Here 
the occult and magic elements are completely eliminated, and 
the attempt made to explain the phenomena of nature in a per- 
fectly natural way. The old Aristotelian principles of explana- „ 
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tion, forms or essences Tforking on matter and eansmg it to 
realize the end or purpose of the form, are discarded for the 
mechanical explanation; all natural occurrences are caused hy 
the motion of bodies, according to fixed laws. The secret of 
the planetary motions is revealed by mathematics; Kepler dis* 
covers the orbits of the planets, and astrology becomes astronomy. 
Robert Boyle (1627-1691) introduces the atomic theory into 
chemistry and, though UiuKelf an alchemist, puts the quietus 
on alchemy. This entire anti-teleological line of thought reaches 
its climax in the Darwinian theory of the nineteenth century, 
which seeks to explain organic forms causally and mechanically, 
without appeal to vital force or purpose of any kind in the 
things or outside of the things. 

See the histories of natural science; also Lange, Histort/ of ZlateriaU 
«?n; Hoffding, Moitm Philosophy, vol. I, pp. 161, ff.; and works 
by Lecky, White, Risner and Siber «ted p. 235. Bibliography in 
Ueberweg-Heinze, Part HI, vol. I, § 7. 

Galileo was thoroughly acquainted with the theories of 
Democritus, whom he considers superior to Aristotle in philo- 
sophical acumen. All change he regards as nothing but change 
in the relation of the parts of objects; tliere is neither origin nor 
decay in the strict sense, everything being the result of the move- 
ment of atoms. Sensible qualities are subjective and are based on 
quantitative relations; all qualities are explained by quantities. 
Hence mathematics, which deals with quantitative relations, is 
the highest science; “ the book of the universe is written in 
mathematical characters.” Whatever we can measure we can 
know; what we cannot measure we cannot know; we can reduce 
the relations of motion to mathematical formul®, hence we can 
explain occurrences in terms of motion and its laws. These 
laws, which form the basis of the study of mechanics, are dis- 
covered and formulated by Leonardo, Kepler, and Galileo. The 
work of Galileo and Kepler establishes the Copemican or helio- 
centric theory of astronomy, aecordiug to which the earth is no 
longer conceived as the immovable center o! tbe universe, but, 
with all the planets, revolvM around the central sun, which moves 
on its axis. The Copemican theory, though at first favorably 
received by the Church, was condemned as ” pernicious to Catho- 
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Preface to Infinito (J. Toland). Plumptrc, Life and Works of Bruno; 
A. Riehl, G, Bruno, transl. by Fiyj McIntyre, Bruno; Gentile, Giordano 
Bruno nella storia nella cuUura. Bibliography in Ueberweg-Henize, 
Part in, I 7. 

Bruno is impressed ^vith the immensity of the new astronom- 
ical universe, and regards the fixed stars asiplanetary systems 
like our own. God is immanent in the infinite universe, the active 
principle (natura naturans) j he expresses himself in the living 
world {natura naturata), which follows from him with inner 
necessity. "With Cusa, he conceives him as the unity of all 
opposites, as the unity without opposites, as the one and the 
many, whom the finite mind cannot grasp. 

The old Aristotelian forms, however, are not discarded in the 
^stem of Bruno. Each star is moved by a form or soul, and 
there is soul and life in all things. Form -without matter does 
not exist, the fwo together constitute a unity j but forms arise 
and pass away in matter. All particular things change, but the 
universe remains constant in its absolute perfection. 

To these teachings Bruno adds a doctrine of monads, or 
monadology, that reminds us of the Stoic germ-theory. Things 
are composed of uncaused and imperishable elementary parts 
called monads, which are both mental and plij'sical. The soul 
itself is an immortal monad, and God is the monad of monads. 

Tommaso Campanella (1568-1639), loo, was a Dominican monk, 
and he, too, was persecuted by the Inquisition, having spent 
twenty-seven years of his life in prison on account „ 
of political ideals which he never attempted to put ^ 
into practice. He, also, is a child of his age in that his thoughts 
both hark back to the past and point forward to the future. He 
tells us to study nature directly and not from books, that all 
wav ksvavjleds'fc is basid wa 

forms of cognition are merely different forms of sensation. At 
the same time, nature is a revelation of God and faith is a form 
of knowledge, — the source from which theology springs. 

FhilQ$ophia sensifitts dcfaons<ra«a; Gniversah's pftilosopMa, etc.; 
Chiias solis. Works ed. by d’Aneona. 

In sensation we become aware of our own existence, of our 
own statM of consciousness, — of how things affect us, not, how- 
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lie truth ” and placed on the Index in 161G. Galileo was forced 
to recant the Copernican theoiy in 1633, and remained under the 
surveillance of the Inquiation until his death, 1641. With the 
discovery by Sir Isaac Newton (1642-1727) of the law of gravi- 
tation in 1682, the thcorj’ is demonstrated : the laws which Kep- 
ler discovered are found to be necessary consequences of the 
law of gravitation. 

Galileo rejects authority and mystical speculation in matters 
of science and declares that all our universal propositions should 
rest on observation and experiment. But, he says, experience 
needs to be supplemented by the understanding; induction itself 
goes beyond experience. "We embrace facts under laws; we 
reduce facts to their simple and necessary causes by abstracting 
from the accidental circumstances; all this is thought. The ideal 
method of investigation is demonstration based on experiment, 
observation, and thought. 

Pierre Gassendi (1592-1655) renews the doctrines of Epicurus 
and Lucretius, and opposes the corpuscular theory of the philosopher 
l^escartes. At the same time, be supplements his mechanical theoiy 
with theological notions, making God the beginner of motion. P2re 
Mersenne (158^1048) and Robert Boyle (1C27-2C91) seek to recon- ? 
cilo Gassendi’s atomism and Descartes’s corpuscular view. Boyle in- 
troduces atomism into chemistry, but regards atomism as an instru- 
ment of method, not as a pbUosopbical theory of the universe. The 
world points to an intelligent creator and designer, who initiated the 
motion. Newton held a similar theistic view. 


39. Giordano Bruno and Tounaso Campanelua 

In the writings of the Italians Giordano Bruno (1548-1600) 
and Tommaso Campanella (1568-1639) we have comprehensive 
systems of metaphysics, conceived in the spirit of tlie new age. 

Bruno joined the Dominican order, hut left it and journeyed from 
city to city, a restless wanderer until he again set foot on Italian soil, 
Bruno 1592, when he was imprisoned by the Inquisition. 

Refusing to renounce hia convictions, he was burned at 
the stake (1600) in Rome, after an imprisonment of seven years. 

Della causa, inflnilo, ed uno; De tripUci, minimo et mensura; De 
monade, etc.; De immenso, etc. Italian works edited by Croce and 
Gentile; Latin by Toceo; unpublished writings ed. by Lutoslawski and 
Tocco. German translations of complete works by Kuhlenbeek; Eng- ‘)| 
lish translations of Spaccio (hloreWd), Eroici (L. Williams), and (/ 
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Preface to Infinito (J. To!an3>. Plumplre, Life and TTorfcs of Bruoo; 
A. Richl, G. Bruno, transl. liy Fry; McIntyre, Zfruno; OentUc, Gtordano 
Bruno nclla storia nella cuUura. Bibliography in Ueberweg-IIeinze, 
Part III, § 7. 

Bnmo is impressed with the immensity of the new astronom- 
ical universe, and regards the fixed stars ns 'planetarj* systems 
like our own. God is immanent in the infinite universe, the active 
principle (natura iwturans) j he expresses himself in the living 
world (nalarfl naturofo), which follows from him with inner 
necessity. With Cusa, he conceives him as the unity of all 
opposites, as the unity wdlhout opposites, as the one and the 
many, whom the finite mind cannot grasp. 

The old Aristotelian forms, however, are not discarded in the 
system of Bruno. Each star is moved by a form or soul, and 
tliere is soul and life in all things. Form without matter does 
not exist, the two together constitute a unity ; hut forms arise 
and pass away in matter. All particular things change, but the 
universe remains constant In its absolute perfection. 

To these teachings Bruno adds a doctrine of monads, or 
raonadology, that reminds us of the Stoic gcrm-thcorj'. Things 
arc composed of uncaused and imperishable elementary' parts 
called monads, which are both mental and physical. The soul 
itself is an immortal monad, and God is the monad of monads. 

Tommaso Campanula (1568-lC39),loo,was a Dominican monk, 
and he, too, was persecuted by the Inquisition, having spent 
twcnty-se^’cn years of bis life in prison on account „ 
of political ideals which he never attempted to put ^ 

into practice. He, also, is a child of his age in that his thoughts 
both hark back to the past and point forward to the future. He 
tells us to study nature directly and not from books, that all 
our philosophical knowledge is based on sensation, that all higher 
forms of cognition arc merely different forms of sensation. At 
the same time, nature is a revelation of God and faith is a form 
of knowledge, — the source from which theology springs. 

P/iif<j8oplito sen8{6us detnousrrata; CTmvcrsalis philosophia, etc.} 
Ciciroj sotis. Works ed. by d’Ancona. 

In sensation we become aware of our own existence, of our 
o^vn states of consciousness, — of how things affect us, not, how- 
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ever, of what they are in themselvM. "With Augustine before 
him and Descartes after him, Campanella finds in consciousness 
the pivot of certainty: whatever else we may doubt, we cannot 
doubt that we have sensations and that we exist. Introspection 
also reveals to us the three primal attributes of the soul : power, 
cognition, and will (posse, nosse, vclle), which, in perfect form, 
arc likewise the attributes of God, namely, omnipotence, om* 
niscience, and absolute goodness. Campanella 's assumption here 
is that since God is the ground of all things and man the little 
world (part'Hs jnwiidHs), the divine qualities must attach to the 
human soul in a finite degree. The same principles are present 
in all being; in the lower forms of existence, liowever, that is, 
when mixed with non-being, they appear as impotence, ignorance, 
and malice. The world, in other words, is conceived, with Neo- 
platonism, as a scries of emanations from God; he has produced 
the angels, ideas, spirits, immortal human souls, space and bodies. 
AVe have an immediate knowledge of God, and he reveals him- 
self also in the Bible; but we can prove his existence from our 
notion of an infinite being, an idea which wc could not have 
produced ourselves and which therefore implies an infinite cause. , 
This argument plays an important r&Ie in the later Cartesian 
system. 

In his City of the Sun (Civitds Solis) Campanella offers a 
socialistic theory of the State that recalls Plato’s Republic. It 
is a State of enlightenment (a city of the sun) in which power 
is governed by knowledge; the principle of equality prevails 
in it, there being no class distinctions except according to knowl- 
edge. Philosophers "(priests) are the rulers, and it is to be a 
universal papal monarchy with religious unity, dominating the 
secular State. Education, which is to he universal and compul- 
sory, will be based on mathematics and natural science, and the 
pup'fis are to he trainect ior tiieir ffitierent occupations. 0am- 
panella also recommends learning by play, open-air schools, and 
object lessons. 
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ing insight into the political corruption of the Koman Curia 
and the Italian governments, and who presented his views in 
hfe Sisiory of Florence (1532), Essays on the First Decade of 
Livy C1532), and The Prince (1515). 

Essay on MachiavelH in Cambridge Modern history, vol. I; Tillari, 
History of Machiavelli and his Times, 2 vols. 

. The ideal of Machiavelli was a united, independent, and sov- 
ereign Italian nation, absolutely free from the domination of the 
Church in polities, science, and religion. Christianity, he held, 
discourages political activity on the part of the citizen and makes 
him passive; hence, the old Roman religion, which developed 
patriots, is preferable. The best form of government would be 
a republic of the type so brilliantly exemplified in Sparta, Rome, 
and Venice. But such a constitution is possible only where 
public spirit exists ; when men are pure, freedom is a necessity. 
In times of corruption, however (like those in which Machiavelli 
lived), an absolute despotism is needed to realize the ideal of 
a strong and independent State, and civic freedom must he sac- 
rificed. (How terrible the political conditions of his country 
were, may be seen from a study of the history of the countless 
petty despots of the Italian Renaissance.*) It is, therefore, 
right for the Prince to employ whatever means will lead to the 
nationalistic goal; force, deceit, severity, breach of the so-called 
moral laws are all justified by the great end ; anything is pref- 
erable to the existing anarchy and corruption. Machiavelli's po- 
litical thought is rooted in bis abhorrence of the secular and 
ecclesiastical politics of his day; in his pessimistic conception 
of human nature, — which hunger alone makes industrious and 
law good, — and in his longing for a rational commonwealth. 
Sc safT ZK? TTsy cat cf the ecrmpticB and disender c£ Ms age 
except by meeting force with force, trickery with trickery, and 
by fighting the devil with his own weapons; and he condemned 
"halfway measures in the purenit of the goal. He justified in 
theory what many politicians of Church and State have prac- 
tised and continue to practise to this day, but he justified it only 
because he saw no other way of saving the State. 


Cf. BurcUiardt, TheQaUurecfVieSenaUtaMt, 
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which is tlie source of love of neighbor and all other duties. In 
society natural rights are limited by regard for social welfare; 
whatever conduces to the existence of social life is also a natural 
right. The State, therefore, rests on reason and human nature; 
it is not an artificial creation of God, but a natural institution. 

It depends on the free consent of its members, that is, on con- 
tract; hence, the rights of the individual can never be abrogated. 
The people has sovereignty bnt may surrender it, for all times, 
to a monarch or a class. War between nations is justifiable only 
in case of violation of natural rights, but should be carried on 
humanely. 

Translation of Tie jure belli by Whewcll, 3 vols. 

Other writers on politics are: Ayala, Oldendorp (+15G1), Nicolas 
Hemming (1513-lGOO), Alberico Gentile (1551-1011), Benedict Winkler 
(4-1648). Pufendorf is a follower of Grote and Hobbes, and intro* 
duces the notion of natural law into Germany; sovereignty implies 
unity of will and, therefore, the absolute right of the monarch. 

Among'the orthodox writers, the Protestants Luther and Melanchthon 
conceived the State as of divine origin, while the Jesuits Bellarmin 
(1542>1C21) and Juan Mariana (1537-1624) advocated the contract 
theory and the doctrine of popular sovereignty. 

These theories reflect the evolution of political ideas and po- 
litical institutions after the medieval period. In the Middle 
Ages the State did not possess sovereignty in the 
Evolution sense in which modern states possess it. The me- 
Modern State ruler had certain limited rights, and the 

feudal lords had their rights, but there was fre- 
quent conflict between emperors and tings and tbeir vassals, and 
the power of the ruler depended on the good-will of his vassals 
and on his military strength. In Germany and in Italy the cen- 
tralized State gradually divided into a loose federation of states 
after the breakdown of the feudal ^stem and of the territorial 
lords. In France the tendency was the other way, — from a 
loose federation of states to a unified State or Nation with an 
absolute king. England remained a centralized State, but the 
king’s power declined as the power of the people grew. In any 
case, however, the idea of the sovereignty of the State was only 
gradually developed, and it is only as the result of historical j 
evolution that the State becomes sovereign and extends its func- ^ 
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A note of skepticism similar to tliat heard in nominalism and 
mysticism is found in a number of French thinkers of the Ke- 
naissancc, who were influenced by Greek skeptical 

ep icism ^vritings. Thus Michel de Montaigne (1533-1592), 
the author of the celebrated Essays, doubts the possibility of 
certain knowledge, for reasons with which we have become fa- 
miliar in our account of Greek skepticism. He despairs of 
reason and recommends a return to uncorrupted nature and 
revelation. Although we cannot have Icnowledge, however, he 
urges, we can do our duty and submit to the divine commands. 
According to Pierre Charron (1541-1603), the skeptical attitude 
keeps alive the spirit of inquiry and leads us to faith in Chris- 
tianity, the true religion. He emphasizes the practical ethical 
side of Christianity. Francis Sanchez (+1632), too, denies 
the possibility of absolute Iniowledge in the sense that finite 
beings cannot grasp the inner essence of things or understand 
the meaning of the universe as a whole, hut holds that we can 
know secondary' causes through observation and experiment. 
Later French skeptics are: La Mothe le Vayer (+1672) and 
the Bishop Pierre Huet (+1721). Joseph Qlanvil (1636-1680), 
Hieronymus Hirnheim, of Prague (+1679), and, in a sense, 
Pierre Bayle (1647-1706), author of the Dictionnairc historiqus 
ct critique (1695), belong to the same movement (see p. 291). 

Montaigne’s Essays, ed. by Courbet and Foyer, transl. by Florio. 

Cf. L4vy-Brubl, Modern Philosophy in France; works on Skepticism, 
p. 117j monographs on Montaigne by Slapfer, Dowden, Lowndes. 

41. Eeligious Reform 

The Italian Renaissance rebelled against authority and the 
scholastic system, and found inspiration in the literary and 
artistic products of classical antiquity. It was the 
Spirit protest of the head against intellectual coercion. 

R^efomation German Reformation is a religious awakening 
or renaissance; H is the protest of the heart against 
the mechanization of the faith. As humanism had turned to an- 
cient philosophy, literature, and art for help, so the religious 
revival turns to the Bible and the simple faith of the early Fa- 
thers, especially St. Augustine, for support. In place of scholastic 
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theology, the elaborate system of works and indulgences, and 
the ritualism of the cultus, the Reformation emphasizes inner 
religion and heart-worship ; justUication by faith instead of justi- 
tieation by works. The Reformation joins the Renaissance in its 
contempt of “ barren scholasticism,'* its opposition to ecclesias- 
tical authorify and temporal power, and in its exaltation of the 
human conscience; hut it does not go with it in its glorification 
o! the intellect nor share its optimistie joy of life. Lnther had 
come under the spell of the nominalistic mystics and looked upon 
reason with primitive Christian suspicion, — ^reason is blind in 
matters eoneeming the salvation of our souls; a thing may be 
false in philosophy and true in theologj’, in a theology rooted in 
faith, — and he despised the scholastic Aristotle no less than 
the true Aristotle. 

But in spite of the anti-rationalistic attitude of the vigorous 
leader of the Reformation, the new religious movement fostered 
the spirit of critical reflection and independent thought no less 
than the Renaissance. In refusing to accept tlie Church as the 
arbiter of Christian faith ond in appealing to the Bible and 
the conscience, it gave reason the right to sit in jodgroent on 
the doctrines of religion and encouraged rationalism and indi- 
vidualism. This is not what Luther aimed at, but it was an 
inevitable practical consequence of his protest against tlic authori- 
tative Church and the authoritative theologj', a consequence 
which Protestantism at large did not hesitate to draw. Indeed, 
the reformers themselves differed in their interpretation of im- 
portant Christian dogmas, and the new church soon divided into 
separate sects: Luther accepts the mystical presence of Christ 
in the Eucharist; Zivingli, the most liberal of the reformers, 
regards the sacrament as a sj-mbol; and Calvin teaches the doc- 
trine of predestination, which the Catholic Church had refused 
to accept in spite of her r^pect for the great Augustine. 

Although Luther had rejected scholastic philosophy as barren 
word-wisdom, the new church soon felt the need of rationalizing 
the faith ; in other words, of constructing a scholas- 
tic sj'stem of its own. The appeal to the Bible and 
the faith of primitive Christian times opened the 
door to all kinds of fantastic sect^ which interpreted the Chris- 
tian teachings according to their own lights ; this is what hap- 
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pened in the case of the Anabaptists and Iconoclasts. "With the 
organization of a new chnrch, a religious platform became a 
practical necessity, and the movement which had sprung from 
mysticism, and had arisen as a protest against the mechanization 
of religion, now forgot its mystical origin and began to make 
dogma itself. The theologian who undertook the work of con- 
structing a “ Protestant system ” in Germany was Melanchtbon 
(1497-15G0). He selected as most suitable for his task the Aris- 
totelian world-view, " as that species of philosophy which has 
the least sophistry and the right metliod.” The Epicureans were 
too godless for him, the Stoics too fatalistic, Plato and Neopla- 
tonism too vague and heretical, the Middle Academy too skep- 
tical. Luther, too, begins to see the need of a philosophical sup- 
port for the Reformation. Melanehthon writes the text-books of 
Protestantism, using Aristotle as his guide, and becomes the 
prweepior Oermania:. His books were used in Germany through- 
out the seventeenth centuiy. The philosophy of Nicolaus 
Taurellus (Ochslein, 1547-1606) is a Protestant attempt to con- 
struct a scholastic s^'stem on an Augustinian basis. Its opposi- 
tion to Aristotelianism represents the protest of the Augustinian- 
mystical wing of Protestantism against the official church 
doctrine. The conception of the universe as an order governed 
by law without divine interference shows the influence of the 
new natural science. Calvin likewise goes back to Augustine, 
as do also the Catholic Jansenists of Port Koyal, while Zwingli 
follows Neoplatonism. 

Mysticism, however, continued to find a refuge among the 
common people ; and its chief representatives, men like Osiander 
(+1552), Caspar Schwenkfeld (+1561), Sebastian 
Mysticism of Frank (+1545), and Valentin Weigel (+1594), 
Boehme protested against tlie scholasticism and formalism of 
the Reformation, as Luther himself had once thun- 
dered against Rome. At the beginning of the seventeenth cen- 
tury, mysticism again finds its voice in a comprehensive system 
offered by an uneducated German cobbler, Jacob Boehme (1575- 
1624), in his work Aurora. 

Collected works ed. by Scbieblerj^ selections from writings ed. by 
Classen; transl. by W. Law; monographs by Martensen (transl.), 
Denssen, and Lasson. Cf. books on Mysticism, p. 177. 
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Troubled by the fact of sin in the world, Boehme attempts to 
account for it as a neeessaiy phase in the process of divine 
self-expression. Everywhere in reality^ he finds oppositions and 
contradictions: there is no good without evil, no light without 
darkness, no quality without its difference. Since all things come 
from God, he must be the primal ground of all opposition; in 
him all contrarieties of nature most lie concealed. Conceived 
as the original source of things, he is an undifferentiated, un- 
qualified, motionless being: absolute quiescence, all and nothing, 
the fathomless ground, the primal objectless will. In order that 
this principle may manifest itself and know itself, it must become 
differentiated, it must have something to contemplate; as light 
needs darkness to be revealed, so God cannot become conscious 
of himself and express himself without an object. The divine 
blind craving gives rise to the oppositions which confront us 
in existence. 

Significant in Boehme ’s world-view are the teachings that the 
universe is a union of contradictions, that life and jirogress im- 
ply opposition, that the ground of all realitj* lies in a spiritual 
principle (pantheism), that this principle is not fundamentally 
intelligence (as Eckhart had taught), but a groundless will (vol- 
untarism), and that existence is a procession from darkness 
to light, Boehme attempts to trace the evolution of this process, 
combining Christian theological ideas (Trinity, angels, fall of 
Lucifer, fall of man, plan of salvation) with all kinds of fan-' 
tastic notions, derived from the magical nature-philosophy of 
Paracelsus, which had found their way into German Protestant 
mysticism. As in Neoplatonism, the process must retrace its 
steps and return to its source; the concrete material world, which 
ia the result of Lucifer’s sin and a caricature of God, finds its 
way home to God ; the material garment is cast off, and God con- 
templates the essence of things in their naked purity. 
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42. The Spirit op AIodebm Philosophy 

The history of the new era may be viewed as an awakening 
of the reflective spirit, as a quickening of criticism, as a revolt 
against authority and tradition, as a protest against 
Characteris- absolutism and collectivism, as a demand for free- 
Modem Era thought, feeling, and action. The leaven 

which had begun to work in the transition period 
of the Renaissance and the Reformation continued active 
throughout the following centuries and has not yet come to rest. 
The political conflict was settled in favor of the State, and the 
State gradhally took the place of the Church as an organ of 
civilization: ecclesiasticism gave way to nationalism. Within 
the State itself there appeared a growing tendency towards con- 
stitutionalism and democratic institutions, which is still alive; 
the demand for equal rights and social justice is abroad 
in every land. The spirit of independence which had raised 
its voice against the authority of the Church in time attacked 
the paternalism of the State, and the doctrine of political non- 
interference became the ideal of the individualist. The same 
spirit found expression in the economic sphere: slavery, serf- 
dom, and the old guild system gradually disappeared, the indi- 
vidual threw off his fetters, and demanded to be let alone {laisser 
faire) in working out his economic salvation. 

We are confronted with the same phenomenon in the empire 
of the intellect, with the same antagonism to tutelage, the same 
demand for a free field. Reason becomes the authority in science 
and philosophy. As we pointed out before, the notion begins 
to prevail that truth is not something to be handed down by 
authority or decreed by papal bulls, but something to be acquired, 
something to be achieved by free and impartial inquiry. And 
the gaze is turned from the contemplation of supernatural things 
to the examination of natural things, from heaven to earth, — 



THE SPIRIT OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY 


251 


Iheolog}’^ yields her cro^vn to sucnce and philosophy. The 
physical and the mental world, society, human institutions, and 
religion itself arc explained by natural causes. \\’hat charac- 
terizes the higher intellectual life of tlic period following the 
Middle Ages is on abiding faith in the power of liuman rea- 
son, an intense interest in natural things, a lively yearning 
for civilization and progress. Knowledge, however, let it be 
noted, is esteemed and desired not only for its own sahe, 
but also for its utility, for its practical value; knowledge is 
power. Nearly all the great loaders of modern thought, from 
Francis Bacon onward, are interested in the practical applica- 
tions of the results of scieotinc investigation, and look for- 
ward with an enthusiastic optimism to a coming era of 
wonderful achievement in the mechanic arts, technolog}’, medi- 
cine, as well as in the field of political and social reform. 

The individual likewise throws off the yoke of the Church 
in religion and morals; the appeal to reason in matters of the 
intellect is matched by an appeal to faith and the' eonscicncc 
in matters of belief and conduct; he refuses to accept an inter- 
mediary between liimsclt and his Goil. However Luther may 
have differed from the leaders of the BenaUsance, the influence 
of the Reformation eventually helped to quicken the spirit of 
religious, moral, and intellectual independence and contributed 
its share to the emancipation of the human soul from c:cterD8l 
authority. 

Slodcm pUilosopIiy, in its licginnings, breathes the spirit of 
the modern times, the characteristics of which we have endeav- 
ored to describe. It is independent in its search for truth, re- 
sembling ancient Greek thought in this respect. It is rational- 
istic in the sense that it makes human re.v«n the highest author- 
ity in Wit yft’.Tswit c-t Vavw;Vtd.?ie. It Vs mtWT&WAic in tV.iV it 
seeks to rxphiin inner and outer nature without supernatural 
presuppositions. It Is, thcrefon?, scientific, keeping in touch 
with the new sciences, particularly with the sciences of external 
nature. 

It is to be remembered, however, that although modem phi- 
losophy arose ns a protest against the old wholastie system, it 
did not, and could not, completely break witli the past. Traces 
of the scholastic philosophy remain in its blood for a long time 
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to come. The early modem thinkers constantly criticize the 
scholastic method, but many of the old conceptions are bodily 
taken over by them, and indnence both their problems and their 
results. The theological bias is not entirely absent: Bacon, 
Descartes, Locke, Berkeley, and Leibniz all accept the basal 
doctrines of Christianity. It is true, we are not always able to 
judge the candor of their protestations, but even insincerity in 
this regard would be a proof of the theological influence. 

Besides the works mentioned on pp. 4, f., and p. 22S, consult: Royce, 
The Spirit of Modern Philosophy; Falckenberg, History of Modern 
Philosophy, transl. by Armstrong; Hoffding, Brief History of Modem 
Philosophy, transl. by Sanders, and History of Modern Philosophy, 
2 vols., transl. by Meyer; Calkins, Persistent Problems of Philosophy; 
Adamson, Development of Modern Philosophy; Fiseber, History of 
Modem Philosophy, 10 vols,, parts transl. by Gordy, Mahaffy, and 
Hough; ^Vindelband, Geschichte der neuern Philosophie, 2 vols,; Zeller, 
Gesehichte der deutschen Pkilosophie seit Letbnis; Reininger, Phi- 
losophie des Erkennens; Merz, History of European Thought in the 
Nineteenth Century, 3 vola. 

Special works: Kronenberg, Geschichte des Idealistnus, S vols.; 
Lasswitz, Geschichte der Atomistik, 2 vols.; Mabilleau, Hisfoire 
d’atomisme; Baumann, Die Lehren von Baum, Zeit und Mathematik, 
2 vols. ; Schaller, Geschichte der Naturphilosophie; Konig, Entwicklung 
des Kattsalprohlems, 3 parts; Foster, History of Physiology; Cassirer, 
Das Erkenninisprohlem in der Phtlosophie und Wissensehaft in der 
neuem Zeit, 5 vols.; Grimm, Geschichte des Erkenntnisproblems; Tor- 
Under, Geschichte der philosophtschen Moral, Rechts- und Staatslehrej 
Jodi, Geschichte der Ethik, 2 vols.; Dunning, Political Theories from 
Luther to Montesquieu; Troeltscb, Soziallehren der christUchen 
Kirchen; Pfleiderer, Philosophy of Religion, transl. by Stewart and 
Menzies, 4 vols. ; Piinjer, History of Christian Philosophy of Religion, 
2 vols., transl. by Hastie; Lecky, History of the Rise and Influence 
of the Spirit of Rationalism in Europe; histories of civilization by 
Buckle, Draper, Dean, Crozier. See also Cambridge Modern History, 
the Britannica, and other encyclopedias. Selections from works of 
philosophers by Rand. 

Modem philosophies have been classified as rationalistic or 
empiristie according as they accept reason (ratio) or experi- 
ence (epftetpfa) as the source and norm of 
Empiricism knowledge. To avoid misapprehension, however, 
^lionalism several points should be emphasized. (1) By ra- 
tionalism we may mean the attitude which makes 
reason instead of revelation or authority the standard of knowl- 
edge. In this sense, all modem systems of philosophy an 
rationalistic; indeed, it is this characteristic which enables us 
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to classify them as modem. It is true, world-views arc not want- 
ing which seek the source of truth not in the intellect, but in 
feeling, faith, or intuition, but these faith- or- feeling-philoso- 
phies, too, endeavor to construct theories which shall justify their 
methods of reaching the truth and the objects of tlieir faith to 
reason. (2) We may mean by rationalism the view that genuine 
knowledge consists of universal and necessary jndgments, that 
the goal of thought is a system of truths in which the dif- 
ferent propositions are logically related to one another. This 
is the mathematical notion of knowledge which is oecepted by 
nearly all the new thinkers as the ideal | whether they believe 
in tlie possibility of realizing it or not, they consider only such 
knowledge genuine as conforms to the mathematical model. (3) 
Tlie question is also asked concerning the origin of knowledge, 
and this receives different answers in modem philosophy: (a) 
Geouino knowledge cannot come from sense-perception or 
experience, but must have its foundation in thought or reason: 
there arc truths natural or native (o reason: innate or inborn 
or o priori truths. Truths which have their origin in the mind 
itself arc valid truths. This view, too, has been called ration- 
alism; though some writers prefer to name it Intuitionalism or 
opriorisra. (b) There are no inborn truths : all knowledge springs 
from sense-perception or experience, and lienee go-eallcd neces- 
sary propositions arc not nccessaty or absolutely certain at all, 
but yield only prohablc knowledge. Tliis view has been called 
empiricism or sensationalism. 

Empiricists may accept rationalism in tlie first and second 
senses; they may consider only such knowledge genuine as gives 
us absolute certainty, and, at the same time, deny tlic possi- 
bility of attaining real knowledge except perhaps in matlie- 
mMira. If by tanpiricism Vs meant that out world of experi- 
ence is the object of philosophy, that philosophy has to interpret 
the world of experience, then all modem philosophy is empirical. 
If we mean by it that we cannot know without experience, that 
pure thought, or thought absolutely independent of sense- 
perception, is impossible, then, again, modern philosophy is 
largely empirical. 

1 ^ Keeping all this in mind, we may characterize philosophers 
as rationalists (apriorists) or empiricists (sensationalists) ac- 
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cording to the answers they give to the question of the origin 
of knowledge. With these answers they generally connect their 
answers to the question of the certainty or validity of knowl- 
edge. Both schools of early modern times agree that sense- 
knowledge is not absolutely certain; rationalists declare that 
only rational or a priori trutlis, clearly and distinctly perceived 
truths, are certain; empiricists gcncrall}' deny that there are 
such o priori truths, and hold that clearly and distinctly per- 
ceived truths are not necessarily certain. We may, therefore, 
classify Descartes, Spinoza, Malebranehe, Leibniz, and Wolff as 
rationalists; Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume as em- 
piricists. The rationalists are the descendants of Plato, Aris- 
totle, and the schoolmen in their general theory of knowledge; 
the empiricists are the continuers of the nominalistic traditions. 
It is to be borne in mind, however, that these thinkers are not 
always consistent in carrying out their doctrines; we shall he 
guided in our rough classification by their general attitude to* 
ward the problem of tlie origin of knowledge. 

Besides these movements, we find also the customary accom- 
paniments with which we have become acquainted in medieval 
philosophy: skepticism and mysticism, (faith-philosophy), both 
of which may develop from the soil of either empiricism or 
rationalism. David Harness skeptical conclusions may be re- 
garded as the result of certain empirical presuppositions of 
Locke, and Pierre Bayle’s as the application of the rationalistic 
ideal of Descartes. Mysticism may flourish in both fields, as we 
have seen ; many of the medieval nominalists were mystics, and 
many modem mystics build upon rationalistic foundations. In 
addition to all these currents, tlie old scholastic philosophy has 
been continued by Catholic scholars. 


ENGLISH EMPIRICISM 

Special works on English plii)<Kophy: Sorley, Beginnings of 
English Philosophy, in Cambridge History of English Literature, 
vols. IV, ff.; Forsyth, Philosophy; J. Seth, English Philos- 

ophers; Fischer, Bacon and his Successors, transl. hy Oxenford; T. H- 
Green, Introduction to Hume, in vol. I of Green and Grose edition ^ 
of Hume’s works, and vol- 'I of Green’s works; McCosb, Scottish . 
Philosophy; Pringle-Pattison, On Scottish Philosophy; Remusat, ^ 
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toire de la phUosophie en Angleterre; Lechler, Gesehichie des engliscken 
Deismus; L. Stephen, Eistorp of English Thought in the Eighteenth 
Century, 2 vols., Enpfish CtiKtorwns, and Essays on Free Thinking 
and Plain Speaking; Lyon, Videalhme anglais au XVIII. aiecle; Albee, 
History of English C/i'iitariantsm; Wheweli, History of Moral Philoso- 
phy in England; Sladdntosb, Progress of Ethical Philosophy, etc.; 
Selby-Bigge, British HoroJists (selections from writings); Graham, 
English Political Philosophy from Hobbes to Maine; Zart, Einfiuss 
der enyhschen Philosophie seit Bacon auf die deutsche PA»7osopAie 
des 18. Jahrhunderfs. Cf. J. M. Robertson, Pioneer Eumanists, Short 
fltsfory of Free Thought, and Erolution of States. 

43. Francis Bacon 

Francis Bacon is, in many respects, a typical representative 
of the new movement. He is opposed to the ancient authorities, 
to Aristotle and Greek philosophy no less than to 
the barren philosophy of the School. The eye of 
the mind, he tells us, must never be taken off from 
the things themselves, but receive their images truly as they 
are. The past has done nothing; its methods, foundations, and 
results were wrong; we must begin all over again, free our 
minds of transmitted and inherited prejudices and opinions, 
go to the things themselves instead of following opinions and 
dealing in words, — in short, do our own thinking. The founda- 
tion is natural science, the method induction; and the goal the 
art of invention. The reason so little progress has been made 
in twenty-five hundred years, is that the right methods of ac- 
quiring knowledge have not been followed. Some use the method 
of demonstration, but they start from principles which have 
been hastily formed or taken on trust and are uncertain. Others 
follow the way of sense, but the senses, left to themselve.s, are 
faulty; still others despair of all knowledge, but this attitude, 
too, w dogmatic and unsatisfactory. “We must begin the work 
anew and raise or rebuild the sciences, arts, and all human 
knowledge from a firm and solid basis. This is the Great 
Instaoration. 

All these ideas are modem, as are also the supreme self- 
confidence and optimism of our thinker. The very failures of 
the past inspire him with the hope and belief that an era of 
glorious achievement is at hand, that great things are going 
to happen, that with the abandonment of the fruitless science 
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of the past the face of the earth and of society will be changed. 
(See his Neiv Atlantis.) The practical goal is constantly em- 
phasized, ‘ ‘ the end always to be kept in view is the application 
of the truth acquired to the good of mankind.” 

Bacon did not advance the cause of natural science by his 
own experiments nor, indeed, w^ he sufficiently acquainted 
with mathematics to appreciate the work of the great astronomers 
of the new era. And it can hardly be said that his theory of 
method exercised an influence on experimental science; science 
was too far along for that: in his own country William Gilbert 
(1540-1603), the well-known author of the book 2>e magnete, 
1600, had employed the inductive method in his researches be- 
fore the appearance of Bacon’s writings on the subject. He 
does, however, deserve the title of the trumpeter of his time, 
which he applied to himself, for he gave conscious expression 
to the new scientific spirit. He imderstood and emphasized the 
importance of systematic and methodical observation and ex- 
perimentation in natural science; the other and most important 
phase of it, mathematics, be mentions and considers essential, 
but fails to make use of in his theory, simply because he does 
not know how. 

Francis Bacon (•1561-1626) devoted himself to Jaw and politics, 
although, eo he bmsc\£ tells vs, bis chief interests lay along the lines 
of the studies to which he gave his leisure hours. Important offices 
and high honors were conferred upon him by Queen Elizabeth and 
King James I, — he was made Baron Venilam and Vistrount St. Albans, 
and became Lord Chancellor. In 1621 he was accused of having 
accepted gifts from litigants in his official capacity as a judge, an 
offense which he confessed but which he declared had never influenced 
his decisions. He was found guilty, sentenced to imprisonment, heavily 
fined, and deprived of office, but received the king’s pardon, and retired 
to private life. 

Among the English predecessors of Bacon were; Everard Dighy 
('f-1592), professor of logic at Cambridge, who aroused an interest in 
the study of philosophy in his country. His Neoplatonic doctrine, 
which he combined with Cabalism, ■was opposed by Sir William Temple 
(1553-1626), who followed the logic of Petrus Ramus and antagonized 
Aristotle. 

Bacon's celebrated Essays appeared in 1597, an enlarged edition 
in 1625 ; the Latin translation of them bears the title Sermones fideles. 
Among his other works are: The Advancement of Learning, 1605 (the 
Latin, enlarged and revised edition being entitled, De dignitale et 
augmentis scientiarum, 1623); Cogitata et visa, 1612; and the Novum 
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Orsanum, 1620, tbe new “ organon ** or instminent of knowledge, which 
attacks the old Aristotelian logic and aims at a reform of logic; it 
is written in aphorisms and is incomplete. 

Complete works, in Latin and English, by Spedding, Ellis, and 
Heath, 7 vols., 2d ed., 1S70; reprint of philosopliical works, 1 vol., 
by Robertson, 1905; English Works hy S. Lee, 1905; numerous eds. of 
particular works. 

Spedding, Letters and Li/e, and Life and Timesj Church, Bacon; 
E. A. Abbot, Bacon; Fowler, Bacon; Nichol, Bacon; S. Lee, Great 
Englishmen of the Sixteenth Centurg; Heussler, Bacon; Wolff, Bacon 
und seine Quellen. 

The fruitlesaness of science and philosophy in the past, Bacon, 
thinks, has been dvtc to the absence of a proper method. The 
imassisted hand and the understanding left to itself 
possess but little power. We must devise a new jfgthod'^ 
way of reaching Imowledge, a new machine or 
oi^an for the mind, a new logic, a novum organum. The old 
logic is useless for the discovery of the sciences, it assists in 
confirming and rendering inveterate the errors founded on vulgar 
notions rather than in seeklbg after truth. 

But before describing the method in detail, our reformer 
insists that the mind clear itself of all false opinions, prejudices, 
or idols, of which there are four kinds. The idols of the tribo 
(idola tribus) are such as inhere in the very nature of the human 
mind, among them being the notion of final causes (teleologj') 
and the habit of reading human desires into nature. The idols ' 
of the den (spccus) are peculiar to the particular individual, 
to his peculiar disposition, liis education and intercourse, his 
reading, the authority of those whom ho admires, and the like. 
The idols of the market {fori) arc the most troublesome of 
all ; they come from the associations of words and names. Words 
are often used as names of things which have no existence, or 
they arc the names of actual objects, but confused, badly de- 
fined, and hastily abstracted from things. Tlie idols of the 
theater (theatri) are the result of false theories or philosophies 
and tlie por%'erted laws of demonstration. 

Of such idols the mind must be freed and cleared; it must 
approach the task of knowledge pure and unadulterated. The 
end aimed at, let it be remembered, is to discover principles 
tliemselves, — not to conquer adversaries by words, bat nature 
by works. We cannot realize this end without knowing nature ; 
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in order to produce effects, we should know causes. Our present 
syllogistic methods will not avail; our present sciences are but 
peculiar arrangements of matters already discovered. The 
syllogism consists of propositions, propositions of words, and 
words are signs of notions. Hence, if the notions are confused 
and carelessly abstracted from things, — and that is the case,— 
there is no solidity in the whole superstructure. The notions, 
principles, and axioms used in the syllogism are all based on 
experience, — as indeed all principles or axioms are, — bat on 
vague and faulty experience; they are hasty generalizations 
from experience. Our hope, then, is genuine induction. Wc 
must continually raise up propositions by degrees and in the 
last place come to the most genera! and well-defined axioms, in 
an orderly and methodical way. That is, we must combine the 
experimental and the rational faculties. 

Induction does not consist in simple enumeration, — that is 
a childish thing. The aim of human knowledge is to discover 
the forms, or true differences, or the source of emanation, of 
a given nature or quality. By form Bacon means not what the 
realists meant, not abstract forms or ideas. Matter rather than 
forms, he tells us, should be the object of our attention ; nothing 
exists in nature besides individual bodies which act according 
to fixed law. In philosophy the investigation, discovery, and 
explanation of this very law is the foundation as well of knowl- 
edge as of operation. This law he calls the form, a term which 
had come into general use; Telesio, whom Bacon mentions, 
speaks of heat and cold as active forms of nature. The form 
of heat is the law of heat, it is what determines or regulates 
heat wherever heat is found, it is what heat depends on. 'WJio- 
ever knows the forms, understands the unity of nature in sub- 
stances most unlike; he knows what in nature is constant and 
eJtRnia.1 and unlvatsaL, and nyena hcoad roads to human ^ower 
such as human thought can scarcely comprehend or anticipate. 
Bacon declares that the form or substantial self of heat is motion, 
it is the motion of the small particles of the body. The in- 
vestigation of forms (causes) which are eternal and immutable 
constitutes metaphysics; the investigation of efficient cause and 
matter, and of the latent process, and latent configurations, 
constitutes physics. The application of the knowledge of forms 
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or fondamental laws of nature leads to the highest kind of 
invention. Bacon calls it magic, it is practical metaphysics. 
(Bacon is evidently thinking of the art of making gold.) The 
application of knowledge of material and eiHcient causes is 
mechanics or practical physics. 

The most important causes or laws, then, which science has 
to discover are forms, and these are found by induction. 

(1) The form of a nature or quality (heat, for example) is sucli 
that, given the form, the quality infallibly follows. It is, there- 
fore, always present when the quality is present, and iiniversally 
implies it, and is constantly inherent in it. (2) Again, the form 
is such that if it he taken away, the quality infallibly vanishes. 
Hence, it is always absent when the quality is absent, and implies 
its absence, and inheres in nothing else. (3) Lastly, the true 
form is such that it deduces the given quality from some source 
of being which is inherent in more qualities, and which is better 
known in the natoral order of things than the form itself. All 
this gives us the cine to our method of procedure. (1) A quality 
being given, we must, first, consider all the known instances 
which agree in the same quality though in substances the most 
unlike (the so-called positive instances). This Is the Table of 
Essence or Presence (called by Mill the Method of Agreement) . 

(2) Then we must review the instances in which the given quality 
is wanting (the so-called negative instances). The negatives 
should be subjoined to the afiinnatives, and the absence of tlie 
given quality inquired of in those subjects only that are most 
akin to the others in which it is present and forthcoming. This 
Bacon calls the Table of Deviation or of Absence in Proximity. 
It is Mill^s Method of Difference. (3) Then we take the cases 
in which the object of our inquiry is present in a greater or 
less degree, either by comparing its increase and decrease in 
the same object, or its degree in different objects. This is the 
Table of Degrees or Comparative Instances, called by Mill the 
Method of Concomitant Variations. Bacon mentions eleven 
other helps to the mind in discovering forms, each. of which 
has its name : rejection, first vintage, prerogative instances, etc., 
bnt works out only three. 

Bacon held that mankind must begin the work of science anew. 
It was natural, under the circumstances, that he did not offer 



260 


MODERN PHILOSOPHY 


a complete theory of the univeree himself; his ofSce was to 
stake out the ground and to point the way to new achievements. 

To this end lie planned his great work, or In- 
Ph^ophy^ stawraito magna, consisting of six parts, only two 
of which were completed : the Encyclopedia or Ad- 
vancement of Learning and the Novxim Organum. He divides 
the field of knowledge, or ** the intellectual globe,” into history, 
poe^, and philosophy, according to the faculties of the mind 
(memory, imagination, and reason), and subdivides each into 
numerous speeialistic branches. 

Philosophy is the work of reason ; it deals with abstract notions 
derived from impressions of sense; and in the composition and 
division of these notions, according to the law of nature and fact, 
its business lies. It embraces: primarj’ philosophy, revealed the- 
ology, natural theology, metaphysics, physics, mechanics, magic, 
mathematics, psychology, and ethics. Primary philosophy busies 
itself with the axioms common to several sciences, with what we 
should now call laws of thought and categories. Metaphysics has 
two functions: to discover the eternal and immutable forms of 
bodies and to discuss purposes, ends, or final causes. Final causes 
have no place in physics ; Democritus never wasted any time on 
them, hence, Bacon declares, he penetrates farther into nature 
than Plato and Aristotle, who were ever inculcating them. The 
doctrine of final causes has_ no practical value, but is a barren 
thing, or as a virgin consecrated to God. Mathematics is a branch 
of metaphysics, — being a science of quantity, which is one of the 
essential, most abstract, arid separable forms of matter. Mathe- 
matics and logic both ought to be handmaids of physics, but 
instead they have come to domineer over physics. Mathematics 
is of great importance to metapbj’sics, mechanics, and magic. 

The philosophy of man comprises human and civil, or political, 
philosophy. la the former we consider man separate, ta the 
latter joined in society. Human philosophy studies 
body and soul, and their connection. Among its 
topics are the miseries and the prerogatives or 
excellencies of the human race, physiognomy and the interpreta- 
tion of natural dreams, the effect of bodily stale.s on mind 
(madness, insanity) and the Influence of mind on body, the 
proper scat and habitation of each faculty of the mind in the ^ 
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body and its organs, also ** medicine, cosmetic, athletic, and 
voluptuary.” 

The human soul has a divine or rational part and an irrational 
part. All problems relating to the, former must be handed over 
to religion. The sensitive or produced soul is corporeal, attenu- 
ated by heat and rendered invisible, and resides chiefly in the 
head (in perfect animals), running along the nerves and re- 
freshed and repaired by the spirituous blood of the arteries. 
The faculties of the soul are understanding, reason, imagination, 
memory, appetite, will, and all those with which logic and 
ethics are concerned. The origins of these faculties must be 
physically treated. The questions of voluntary motion and 
sensibility are interesting. How can so minute and subtle a 
breath aa the (material) soul put in motion bodies so gross and 
hard? What is the d^erence between perception and sense? 
Bacon finds a manifest power of perception in most bodies, and 
a kind of appetite to choose what is agreeable, and to avoid 
what is disagreeable to them (the loadstone attracts iron, one 
drop of water runs into another). A body feds the impulse 
of another bod^', perceives the removal of any body that with- 
held it; perception is difTused through all nature. But how 
far, he inquires, can perception be caused without sense (con- 
sciousness) f We see how hard it was for the new thinker to 
get the old medieval notions of an animated nature out of his 
bones. 

Logic treats of the understanding and reason; and ethics, 
of the will, appetite, and affections; the one produces resolu- 
tions, the other actions. The l{^ical arts are inquiry or invention, 
examination or judgment, custody or nlcmoiy, elocution or de- 
livery. The study of induction belongs to the art of judgment. 
Etlues deaerilMis uatutft of tivc; good uud prosorilyia rules 
for conforming to it, Jlan is prompted by selfish and social 
impulses (as later writers called them). Individual or self 
good, self-preservation and defense, differs entirely from the 
social good, though they may soractiraes coincide. The social 
good is called duty. It is the business of the science of govern- 
ment to discover the fountains of jnstice and public good. 

Philosophy, in the broad sense, is the apex of the pjTamid of 
knowledge. It is founded on the just, pure, and strict inquiry of 
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all the subjects of study already proposed by Bacon. His pur- 
pose was not to offer a universal system, but ‘ ‘ to lay more firmly 
the foundations and extend more widely the limits 
Metaphysics of the power and greatness of man.” It did not 
Theology appear to him that the time had come for attempt- 
ing a theory of the universe ; indeed, he seemed to 
be doubtful of the possibility of reaching such Imowledge at all. 

Theology he divides into natural and inspired or revealed. 
Natural theology is that knowledge, or rather rudiment of 
knowledge, concerning God, which may be obtained by the light 
of nature and the contemplation of his creatures. The bounds 
of this knowledge, truly drawn, are that it suffices to refute and 
convince atheism, and to give information as to the law of 
nature, hut not to establish religion. ” It is an assumed truth 
and conclusion of experience that a little or superficial knowledge 
of philosophy may incline the mind of man to atheism; but 
a farther proceeding therein doth bring the mind back again 
to religion.” Tct, such a study does not yield a perfect knowl- 
edge of Qod; nor can we adapt the heavenly mysteries to our 
reason. Knowledge derived from the senses, as all science is 
derived, cannot help us here: ” the senses are like the sun, which 
displays the face of the earth, but shuts up that of the heavens.” 
Here we must appeal to sacred or inspired theology, ” quit the 
small vessel of human reason and put ourselves on board the 
ship of the church, which alone possesses the divine needle for 
justly shaping the course. The stars of philosophy will be of 
no further service to us. As we are obliged to obey the divine 
law, though our will munnur against it, so wo are obliged to ' 
believe in the word of God, though our reason is shocked at it. 
The more absurd and incredible any divine mystery is, the 
greater honor we do God in believing it. After all, it is more 
worthy to believe than to know as we now know. For in knowl- 
edge the human mind is acted on by sense, which results from 
material things, but in faith the spirit is affected by spirit, 
which is the more worthy agent. Hence, sacred theology must 
be drawn from the word and oracles of God, not from the 
dictates of reason.” This applies not only to the great mys- 
teries of the Godhead, but also to the true interpretation of the 
moral law, a large part of which is too sublime to be attained by 
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ihe light of nature. Bacon, therefore, repudiates the attempt of 
the schoolmen to deduce the truth of the Christian religion from 
the principles of the philosophers; the union between science 
and faith is not a legitimate one. But after the articles and 
principles of religion have been postulated, we can derive and 
deduce inferences from them. If we accept the premises, we 
must accept the eoncludons. “ Thus in chess or other games 
of like nature, the jBrst rules and laws of the play are merely 
positive postulates, which ought to be entirely received, not 
disputed: but the skilful playing of the game is a matter of 
art and reason.” 

The cleavage which Bacon makes between theology and philos- 
ophy is the inheritance of the closing Middle Ages; by relegating 
the dogmas to a separate territorj', the field was left free for 
philosophy. His attitude toward theology is really one of in- 
difference. It may surprise us that he devotes so much attention 
to such subjects as astrology, drean^, divination, etc., but these 
things were widely believed in his day, and a scientific treatment 
of them was not out of place at that time. 

Although Bacon’s empiricism is not thoroughly and consist* 
ently worked out, we may class him among the members of that 
school. All OUT knowledge, except revelation, is de- 
rived by him from sensation; and only particulars EmpMcLr'' 
exist. Mind or reason acts on the materials fur- 
nished by the senses; knowledge is rational and experi- 
mental, but reason has no truths of its own. At the same 
time, mental faculties are spoken of as though they were 
a priori endowments. The soul is material, and yet there is a 
rational soul, about which, however, we know nothing, and which 
belongs to religion. Teleology is banished from physics and be- 
comes a part of a barren part of metaphysics. 


44. Thomas Hobbes 

One of the boldest and most consistent of the representatives 
of the modem movement is Thomas Hobbes. Like all the re- 
formers, he breaks with the past: Greek philosophy is to him 
I a ** phantasm the weeding out of inveterate opinions is the 
business to be taken in hand. With Bacon he accentuates the 
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all the subjects of study already proposed by Bacon. Ilis pur- 
pose was not to offer a universal but “ to lay more firmly 

the foundations and extend more widely the limits 
Metaphysics of the power and greatness of man.” It did not 
Theology appear to him that the time had come for attempt- 
ing a theory of the universe; indeed, he seemed to 
be doubtful of the possibility of reaching such Icnowledge at all. 

Theology he divides into natural and inspired or revealed. 
Natural theology is that knowledge, or rather rudiment of 
knowledge, concerning God, which may be obtained by the light 
of nature and the contemplation of his creatures. The hounds 
of this knowledge, truly drawn, arc that it stiffices to refute and 
convince atheism, and to give information as to the law of 
nature, but not to establish religion. ” It is on assumed truth 
and conclusion of experience that a little or superficial knowledge 
of philosophy may incline the mind of man to atheism; but 
a farther proceeding therein doth bring the mind back again 
to religion. ’ ’ Tet, such a study docs not yield a perfect knowl- 
edge of God; nor can wc adapt the heavenly mysteries to out 
reason. Knowledge derived from the senses, os all science ’ 
derived, cannot help us here: ” the senses arc like the sun, whi 
displays the face of the earth, but shut'* up that of the heaver 
Here we must appeal to sacred or inspired theologj', ” qui' 
small vessel of human reason and put ourselves on boar 
ship of the church, which alone possesses the divine nc'’ 
justly shaping the course. The stars of philosophy y 
no further service to us. As we are obliged to obey 
law, though our will murmur against it, so we p' 
believe in the word of God, though our reason i'" 

The more absurd and incredible any divine.' 
greater honor we do God in believing it. Af 
worthy to believe than to know as we now kr^ 
edge the human mind is acted on by sens<^ 
material things, but in faith the spirit^* * 
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be drawn from the word and oracle/ 
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practical utility of science or philosophy: the end of knowledgt 
is power. He denies completely the scientific character of the 
ology: there can be no scietice of God, no doctrim 
M^hod^ of angels. He also repudiates the spiritualistic no 
tion of the soul, which is a fundamental thought will 
his contemporary Descartes and which Bacon had introduced intc 
his physiological psychology as a kind of appendage. He accepts 
instead, the new natural science of Copernicus, Galileo, and 
Harvey, whom he regards as the founders of science, and fear- 
lessly deduces the consequences of the mechanical theory in his 
materialistic philosophy. Himself a student of mathematics, 
Hobbes looks upon the method of geometry as the only one 
capable of giving us sure and universal knowledge ; hence, natural 
and political history are not sciences; sucli knowledge is but 
experience, not ratiocination. Hb rationalistic ideal of knowl- 
edge agrees with that of Galileo and Descartes, but he is, like 
Bacon, an empiricist in his theory of the origin of knowledge. 
He finds it difficult, however, to reconcile his rationalism with 
his empiricism; the presence of both factors in the system is 
responsible for many inconsistencies and uncertainties. As his 
own chief contribution to thought, he himself regards his theory 
of the State; civil philosophy, he proudly tells us, b no older 
than his book De dve. 

Thomas Hobbes (158S-lG7a) studied scbolasticism and the Aristo- 
telian philosophy at Oxford, traveled extensively on the Continent 
os the tutor and companion of young English noblemen, and became 
acquainted, in Paris, with Descartes, Gassendi, and Mersenne. tie 
emigrated to Holland with English royalists after_ the revolution in 
1G48, returning with the Resloration of the Stuarts in ICCO. 

Among bis works are: Elcmenta philosopkica de cive, 1042; Ve 
corpore, 1655; De homine, 1653; Leviathan (or the matter, form, and 
power of a commonwealth, ecclesiastical and civil), 1651; Elements 
of Law, Natural and Politic (consisting of Human Nature and the Body 
Politic; written 1640), ed. hy Tonnies, 1883; and the two treatises on 
Liberty and Necessity, 1646 and 1654. ... 

"Works edited hy Moleswortb, 1839-45, five Latin and eleven EnglBii 
volumes. Elements of Law, Behemoth, Letters, ed. by Tonnies, Iom, 
1889; Tonnies, Hol^bes-Analelcten, 1904, fE. Selections from writings by 
Woodbridge, Sneatb, Rand, Belby-Bigge. Jlonograpbs on Hobbes by 
G. C. Robertson, L. Stephen, Tonnies, Kohler, Lyon, Brandt. 

Philosophy, according to Hobbes, fe a knowledge of effects from 
their causes and of causes from their effects; its method is, 
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therefore, partly synthetic, partly analytic. That is, vre may 
proceed from sense-perception or experience to principles (analy- 
sis) or from primary or most universal proposi- 
tions, or principles TThich are manifest in them- 
selves, to conclusions (synthesis). In order to be 
genuine science or true demonstration, reasoning must take its 
beginning from true principles, mere experience not being Sci- 
ence. Nominalist that he is, Hobbes also defines reasoning as a 
kind of calculation: reason is nothing but reckoning, that is, 
adding and subtracting of the consequences of general names 
agreed upon, for the marking and signifjnng of our thoughts. 

The problem, therefore, is to find a first principle, a starting- 
point for our reasoning, a cause on rrhich to ground all effects. 
This Hobbes finds in motion. Every body the causes and effects 
of which we can know, is subject-matter for philosophy. There 
are natural bodies and artificial bodies, or the commonwealtli, 
a body made by man. Hence, we have natural philosophy 
(physics and psychology) and political philosophy, which is 
made up of ethics and politics proper. Primary or first philos- 
ophy is a science of the fundatoental principles or definitions 
of all Science; It is a kind of prelude to the other branches, 
treating of space, time, body, cause, effect, identity and differ- 
ence, relation, quantity, and the like. By analyzing particular 
things we ultimately reach their most universal properties and 
at once know their causes, since these arc manifest of themselves, 
all having but one universal cause, motion. The last things 
cannot be demonstrated till the first arc fully understood. 
Hence, philosoph}* is the science of the motions and actions of 
natural and political bodies, and everj’thing can be explained 
by motion, or mechanically: the nature of man, the mental world, 
and the State, as well as the occurrences of physical nature. 

■Whence do these principles arise, how does our knowledge 
originate T The original of all our thoughts is sense. Sensations 
persist or arc retained in memory (a ** decaying sense ”)• The 
memorj' of many things is experience. Images, or thoughts suc- 
ceed one another in the mind, and we have a train of thoughts, 
which can be regulated by desire and design. The purpose of 
speech is to transfer our mental discourse into trains of words, 
which helps us to register our thoughts as well as to communicate 
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practical utility of science or philosophy: the end of knowledge, 
is power. He denies completely the scientific character of the- 
ology: there can be no science of God, no doctrine 


JI™hoa angels. He also repudiates the spiritualistic no- 

tion of the soul, which is a fundamental thought with 
his contemporarj’ Descartes and which Bacon had introduced into 
his physiological psychology as a kind of appendage. He accepts, 
instead, the new natural science of Copernicus, Galileo, and 
nar\'cy, whom he regards as the founders of science, and fear- 
lessly deduces the consequences of the mechanical theoiy in Lis 
materialistic philosopliy. Himself a student of mathematics, 
Hobbes looks upon the method of geometry as the only one 
capable of giving us sure and universal knowledge ; hence, natural 
and political history arc not sciences: such knowledge is bnt 
experience, not ratiocination. His rationalistic ideal of knowl- 
edge agrees with that of Galileo and Descartes, but he is, like . 
Bacon, an empiricist in his theory of the origin of knowledge./ 
He finds it difTicult, however, to reconcile his rationalism with| 
his empiricism; the presence of both factors in the system is 
St.l.. .mnAriaintioa Ar Ms’'. 


responsible for many inconsistencies and uncertainties. As lns‘\ 
own chief contribution to thought, he himself regards his theoiy 
of the State; civil philosophy, lie proudly tells us, is no older 
than his book De civc. 


TLoraas Hobbes (158S-1G79) studied scbolasticism and tbc Aristo- 
telian pLilosopby at Oxford, traveled extensively on the Continent 
ns the tutor and companion of young English noblemen, and became 
acquainted, in Paris, with Descartes, Gassendi, and Mersenne. He 
emigrated to Holland with English royalists after^ the revointion m 
1048, returning with the Restoration of the Stuarts in 16G0. 

Among his works are: Elementa philosophica de cive, 1^2; JJe 
corpore, 1055; De homine, 1058; Leviathan (or the matter, fom, ana 
power of a commonwealth, ecclesiastical and civil), 1051; Elements 
of Law, Natural and Politic (consisting of Human Nature and the Body 
Politic; written 1040), cd. by Tonnies, 1833; and the two treatises on 
lAheriy and Necessity, 1040 and 16M. . 

Works edited by Moleswortb, 1839-45, five Latin and eleven 
volumes. Elements of Law, Sehemoth, Letters, ed. by Tonnies, 

1889; Tonnies, IIolibcs-Analekten, 1904, IT. Selections from_ writings by 
Woodbridge, Sneath, Rand, Selhy-Bi^je. Jlonographs on" Hobbes by 
G. C. Robertson, L. Stephen, Tonnies, Kohler, Lyon, Brandt. 

Philosophy, according to Hobbes, is n knowledge of effects from ' 
their causes and of causes from their effects; its method is, - 
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therefore, partly sjuthetic, partly analytic. That is, wc may 
proceed from scnse-pcrception or experience to principles (analy- 
sis) or from primarj* or most nnircrsal proposi- 
tions, or principles which arc manifest in them- 
selves, to conclusions (synthesis). In order to ho 
genuine science or true demonstration, reasoning mmt take its 
beginning from true principles, mere experience not being Sci- 
ence. Nominalist that he is, IXobbcs also defines reasoning as a 
kind of calculation: reason is nothing but reckoning, that is, 
adding and subtracting of the consequences of general names 
agreed upon, for the marking and signifying of onr tliongbts. 

The problem, therefore, is to find a first principle, a starting- 
point for our reasoning, n cause on which to ground all efrtx*Ls. 
This Hobbes finds in motion. Ever}* body the causes and cfTccts 
of which we can know, is subject-matter for philosophy. Tlierc 
are natural bodies and artificial bodies, or the commonwealth, 
a body made by man. Hence, we have natural philosophy 
(physics and psychology*) and political philosophy, which U 
made up of ethics and politics proper. Primary or first philojj. 
ophy is a science of the fundamental principles or definitions 
of all Science; it is a kind of prclndc to the other branches, 
treating of space, time, body, cause, effect, identity and differ- 
cnee, relation, quantity, and the like. By analyzing particular 
things wc ultimately reach their most universal propertira and 
at once know their causes, since those are manifest of tbemselvM, 
all having but one universal cause, motion. The Ia.st things 
cannot l)0 demonstrated till the first are fully undcratcKHl. 
Hence, philosophy is the science of the motions and actions of 
natural and political bodies, and cverjdhing can be explained 
by motion, or mechanically : the nature of m.an, the mental world, 
and the State, as well as the occurrences of pbwical tmture. 

■B’hence do these principles arise, how does our knowledge 
originate f The original of all our thonpht-s is sense. Sensations 
persist or an* retained in memory (a *' di-eaylng sense **). The 
memory of many things is experience. Images or thoughts suc- 
ceed one another in the mind, and wc Imvc a train of thoughts, 
whiclt can be regul.ited by derirc and design. The purpose of 
speech is to transfer our mental discourse into trains of wonls. 
which helps us to register our thoughts as well a.s to coamunie.stc 
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them to others. In the right definition of names lies the first 
use of speech, which is the acquisition of Science. In Science 
we use universal terms, but the things themselves are not 
universal, there is nothing called man in general (nominalism). 
Hence, neither knowledge of fact nor knowledge of consequence 
is absolute, but conditional. 

■Whereas Bacon emphasizes the part played by experience or 
induction, Hobbes shows the need of demonstration or the de- 
ductive method. But holding, as he does, that the principles 
from which we reason have their source in sense, lie loses his 
firm faith in the possibility of any method to reach absolute 
knowledge. Locke later on strengthens these doubts by declaring 
that we can have no science of bodies at all. 

Knowledge, then, has its origin in sense-impressions. Now, 
what is sensation and how is it caused? We get through our 
sense-organs difierent sensations: color, sound, taste, smell, touch. 
These processes are caused by the action of some external object 
on the organs of sense. Motion is produced in the organ and 
carried over nerves into the brain and thence into the heart. 
There a reaction ensues (an endeavor outward) which makes it^ 
appear that there is some outward object. The sensations, then, 
are nothing but motions in the brain, or spirits, or some internal 
substance of the head. Tlie sensation or image or color is but 
an appearance, an apparition unto us of the motion, agitation, 
or alteration which the object worketh in the brain. Sensations 
are not qualities of things themselves; they are but motions in 
us. Now, since only motion can produce motion, there can be 
nothing outside except motion. All sense is fancy, but the cause 
is a real body. There is no similarity between the cause of the 
sensation and the sensation or appearance. The reality outside 
is a moving reality; we perceive it as color or sound. Our 
picture of the world obtained through sense is not the real 
world. 

If this is true, how do we know what is the nature of the 
world? Hobbes does pot answer; the problem did not disturb 
him; he dogmatically assumes with the scientists of his day 
that the world is a corporeal world in motion. • As we shall see 
later, Descartes attempted to prove tlie existence of an extended ^ 
moving reality deductively, from the self-certainty of conscious- 
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motion in the brain, or it is an internal substance in the head, 
a subtle body. Images or ideas are mothas in the brain and" 
heart, motions of a material substance. Thisisthor-^ 

^ ^ oughgoing materialism. But Tvhen he speaks of 

mental processes as appearances or apparitions of motions, as 
accidents of the mind, but “ not like motions,” he modifies his 
materialism : states of consciousness here are no longer motions, 
but the effects of motions. Sucli a view is called by modern 
witers cpjp/icnomcjifllwm.* consciousness is an after-appearance. 

Besides the faculty or power of knowing, there is a motive 
power, the power by which the mind gives animal motion to 
its body. Motion proceeds from the head to the heart; when 
it helps the vital motion there, it is delight or pleasure, when it 
hinders it, it is pain. Pleasure and pain arouse appetite, or de~ 
sire, and aversion; appetite is an endeavor toward, aversion an 
endeavor fromward something. Some appetites and aversions 
are bom with us (appetite for food), the rest proceed from ex* 
perience. 

"What pleases a man he calls good, what displeases him, evil. 
Men differ in constitution and, therefore, concerning the com-t^ 
mon distinction of good and evil. There is no such thing as ^ 
absolute goodness, it is always relative; even God's goodness 
is goodness to us. All delight or pleasure is appetite, hence 
there can he no contentment but in proceeding or progress. 
Felicity or continued happiness consists not in having prospered, 
but in prospering. 

The imagination is the first beginning of all voluntary motion. 
The alternate succession of appetite and aversion is called de- 
liberation ; in deliberation the last appetite or the last aversion 
is called toill: will to do and will not to do, or to omit. All 
other appetites to do and to quit are called intentions and 
incljnations, but not wills. Will in man is not different from 
will in other animals. The causes of our appetites and aversions 
are, therefore, also the causes of our will. Our will is the effect 
of sense, memorj% understanding, reason, and opinion. The will, 
and each inelination during deliberation, is as much necessi- 
tated and dependent on a sufBcient cause as any event whatever. 
The will is not free hut caused; to call an agent free means he ^ 
has made an end of deliberating. A free agent is one who can*— i 
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if he TviU, and forbear if he Trill; liberty is the absence of 
external impediments. A man is free to act, but not free to 
will as he wills, he cannot will to will. To say I can will if I 
will, is absurd. 

Now that we know the nature of man, we are ready to under- 
stand the meaning of the State and law. We may study civil 
and moral philosophy synthetically, that is, begin 
with principles, say, the knowledge of human 
motives (motions of the mind), and deduce from them the 
necessity of establishing a commonwealth and rights and duties. 
We can, however, also reach the principles analytical!}', by 
induction, or by observing the motives in oneself. It is right 
and reasonable for a man to use all means and do whatever 
is necessary for the preservation of his body. He, therefore, 
has 6j/ iioture the right to all things, to do whatever he pleases 
to whom he pleases, to possess, use, and enjoy all things he can. 
Nature has given all things to all men, hence right and profit 
(jus and uiile) are the same thing. But in a state of nature, 
where every man is striving for such power, where it is right 
for every man to invade another man’s right and to re^st in- 
vasion of Ilia own, there will be a state of perpetual war -of all 
against all (lellum omnium contra omnes). In such a state of 
war nothing can be unjust; tJie notions of right and ivrong, 
justice and injustice have there no place. Where there is no 
common power, there is no law; where no law, no injustice. 
Force and fraud are in war the cardinal virtues; justice and 
injustice are qualities that relate to men in society, not in soli- 
tude. Aristotle had taught that man is a social animal, that 
the social instinct leads him to form societies. This Hobbes 
denies: man is a ferocious animal; homo homini lupus; eom- 
petitiom of cicheji, hauac, cftTOjauuuL, ac othfic power., iadines 
to contention, enmity, and war, because the way of one com- 
petitor to the attaining of his desire is to kill, subdue, supplant, 
or repel the other. In such a state of hostility and war, no 
man can hope for sufficient might to preserve himself for any 
time. Consequently, his desire for power defeats itself, it cre- 
ates a state in which the very end he aims at is thwarted. And 
, so, injustice and injury is something like an absurdity: volun- 
tarily to undo that which from tixe beginning he has voluntarily 
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done. Nevertheless, although injustice is illogical or irrational, 
Hobbes is not optimistic enough to believe that man is ruled by 'y 
reason; it is the fear of consequences that makes him keep his ' 
Tvord. 

Hence, reason dictates that there should be a state of peace 
and that every man should seek after peace. The first precept 
of reason, or law of nature, commands self-preservation; the. 
second, that he lay down his natural right and be content with 
as much liberty against other men as he would allow other men 
against himself, if he thinks it nece^ary for peace and defense. 
"When he has laid it down, it is his duty not to make void that 
voluntary act of his own. A man, however, transfers his right 
in consideration of some right reciprocally transferred to him- 
self, or for some other good. Consequently, no man can be 
understood to transfer some rights, e.g., the right of self-defense. 
He transfers hia right for the very purpose of securing his life. 
The mutual transferring of right is contract. Hence, the tliird 
law of nature is that men perform the covenants made. In 
this consists the fountain and original of justice, for where no 
covenant has preceded, no right has been transferred, and n( 
action is unjust. But where there is fear on either part thal 
the covenants be not performed, the covenants are invalid, anc 
there can be no injustice. It follows that before just and unjust 
can have any meaning, there must be some coercive power tc 
compel men equally to the performance of their covenants, to 
compel men to perform them by the terror of some punishment. 
Such power there is none before the erection of a common- 
wealth ; lienee, where there is no commonwealth there is nothing 
unjust. There are other laws, but they*can all be subsumed 
under the formula : Do not thal to another which thou wouJdcst 
not have done to thyself. 

laws ol nature are immutable and eternal ; in justicf, Vn* 
gratitude, arrogance, pride, iniquity. Deception of persons, and 
the rest can never be made lawful. For it can never be that 
war shall preserve life and peace destroy it. The science of these 
laws is the true and only moral philosophy. For moral philoso- 
phy is nothing else but the science of what is good and evil, 
in the conversation and society of mankind. Thes*e laivs arc 
called laws of nature because they are dictates of reason, they 
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arc called tJior<il laws because they concern men’s manners, one 
tonrards anothcrj they are also divine la^vs in respect of the 
author thereof. 

The only way to erect a commonwealth and have peace is 
to confer all the power and strength of men upon one man 
or assembly of men, that they may reduce all their wills, by a 
majority vote, into one will. This is more than consent or 
concord, it is a real unity of them all, in one and the same 
person, made by covenant, eveiy man with every man. The 
multitude so united in one person is called a comraomvealth ; 
it is the great leviathan, the mortal god. He that carries that 
person is the sovereign and has sovereign power. 

The subjects cannot change the form of government, the 
sovereign power cannot be forfeited; no one can protest against 
the institution of the common sovereign, declared by the major- 
ity. He has the whole right of maldng rules (legislature), the 
right of judicature, the right of making war and peace, choosing 
counselors aud ministers, rewarding and punishing, as well as 
the right of deciding the doctrines fit to taugJit his subjects. 
These rights arc incommunicable and inseparable. Other rights 
the sovereign may confer, c.g., the power to coin money. The 
evils that may follow from such absolute sovereignty aro not 
to be compared with the miseries and horrible calamities of 
civil war, the dissolute condition of masterless men. 

The sovereign power way reside in one man or in an assembly 
of men (monarchy, aristocracy, democracy). The monarchy is 
the best form: in the king the public and private interest are 
most closely united, and he can act more consistently tlian a liody 
of men. But the sovereign power ought always to be absolute, 
however placed. Some things, however, the subject may refuse 
to do; everj’ subject has liberty in all things the right of which 
cannot be transferred hj- contract; he is not bound to injure or 
kill himself, confess his crime, kill any other man, etc. Among 
such rights Hobbes does not include the right of religious liberty : 
the religion of the subjects is determined by the State and is 
obligtitorj* upon subjects. God speals in these days by his vice- 
gods or lieutenants here on earth, by sovereign kings or sneh 
ns have .sovereign niithority as well as they. The app<‘nl to the 
private conscience causes trouble, wc need a common tribunal 
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to decide how to act if we are to have peace. Hobbes’s theory 
of the State may be regarded as a philosophical defeuse of the 
Englishi monarchy of the Stuarts against the demands of the 
people. The sovereign can do no injury, for he is my repre- 
sentative. I have given him authority. lie may commit iniquity, 
but not injustice or injury in the proper meaning of the term. 
The obligation of subjects lasts as long and no longer than the 
power lasts bj' which he is able to protect them. The duty of 
the sovereign consists in the good government of the people; 
when his acts tend to the hurt of the people in general, they 
are breaches of the law of nature or of the divine law {sains 
populi suprema lex). 


CONTINENTAL RATIONALISM 
45. Ren6 Descartes 

Descartes, like Bacon, resolutely sets his face against the old 
authorities and, like him, emphasizes the practical character 
of all philosophy. “ Philosophy is a perfect knowl- 
e ro em know, as well for the 

conduct of his life as for the preservation of his health and the 
discovery of all the arts.” Unlike the JInglish empiricist, how- 
ever, he' takes mathematics as the mode] of. his philosophical 
method ; study logic, he tells us, and practise its :mles_by study- 
ing mathematics. He offers not merely a program of human 
knowledge, but se^ks to construct a_system of thought.that-may_ 
possess the certainty of mathematics. In his conception of ei- 
temal nature, he is in agreement with the great natural scientists 
of the new era : everything in nature, — eveiTphysiologieal proc- 
esses sad_eni<ftMns~!s^'Tje'dzp}aiiKd sseciissicsiiy, . 

Hie aid of forms or essences. At the same time, he accepts the 
fundamental principles of the time-honored idealistic or spiritu- 
alistic philosophy and attempts to adapt them to the demands 
of the new science; Ii'is problem is to'Tcconcile mechanism and 
the notions of God, soul, and freedom. 

— . \ 

Rene Descartes (159G-1650) was bom at La Haye, Touraine, the 
son of a noble family, and edueated by the Jesuits of La Fl^he, < 
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learning ancient langnagc^, i%bolastie piiilosopby, and malliccaatics. 
In this latter study alone he found the certainty and dearness he 
crared; the others did not satisfy him, and he abandoned them, upon 
leaving school (1C12), to seek only after such scrence “ as be might 
discover in himself or in the great book of the irorld.” He traveled, 
followed the diversions of high life, entered the armies of Jfanricc 
of Nassau (1017) and General Tilly p619), and mingled with all 
sorts and conditions of men. During this entire period his intellectual 
interests never flagged; indeed, we frc^tently find him in meditative 
retirement, even at the headquarters of the army. The problem that 
Btirred him was how to reach such certainly in philosophy as char- 
actcriics matheraaliesj and he prayed for divine illumination, vowing 
a pilgrimage to the shrine of Loretto in case his prayer should be 
answered. Lcariug the army in 1021, Descartes devoted himself to 
travel and study (1021-1023), and spent three years in Paris with 
Ecientifle friends (1G25-1628) ; hut feeling the need of solitude, he 
withdrew to Holland, where he busied himself with the preparation 
of his works (lG29-lC-ld). In 1019 he accepted the invitation of 
Queen Christina of Sweden, who was deeply interested in philasopby, 
and journeyed to Stockholm; the climate, however, undermined his 
health, and he died after a year’s sojourn (1050). 

Among Descartes’s works arc the Dueours de la nSthode (which 
appeared with D/optricj, Ueteors, and Ceemelry in a scries of Philo- 
sopliieal Eitatii)^ 1037; ileditatioties de firima phxlosophia (to which 
were added objections by several learned men, Araaold, Hobbes, 
Gassendi, Hersenne, and others, together with the author's rejoinders), 
1041; Principja philojophi*, 1044; Let paasiom de r«mc, 1050. The 
VUeourse and Pmiom were written in French, the Sleditationa and 
Principles in X<atin. The book Le monde ou traite de la lumterc, begun 
in 1030, was not published by Descartes; the condemnation of Galileo 
by the Inquisition in 1632 deterred the timid and peace-loving philos- 
opher from completing it. It and the Traiif de Vhomme appeared in 
1004; the Letten, 1057*1007; posthumous works, 1701. 

Works ed. by Cousin, in French, 11 vols., 1824-20; some unpublished 
writings by Foucher de Carcil, 2 vols., 1659-00; Adam and Tannery, 
10 vols., 1697, S.\ French ed. of collected works, 1907, ff. Transl. of 
ilethod, ?d(dUaUon$, and selections from Prinriplcj by Veitch (used by 
us), and by Torrey; transl. of works by E- S. Haldane and 0. Ross. 

K. Fischer, Deacartea and hh S^ool, transl.; modograplxs by 
Sfahaffy, Jongmann, Hoffmaan, Liard. Fouiilfc; N. Smith, Studica 
in Cnrtrtwn PhSojophy; Dontwent, Dracartra and CorrestanifOT, in 
Cambridge dfodem Ilisloty, vol. TV, chap, xtvii; Rev. de el mo- 
rale, July 3690, Descartes-namber; Xalorp, Descar/ey ErLrnntnijthe- 
orie; Koch, Pai/eholoffie DeecarleFy Heinze, Sittenlehre dea Peseartea/ 
Toueb.ir«l, La morale de Detcartes. 

L<;\*y-Brutil, Hialortf of Sfodem PAHotopht/ in France; Damiron, 
HisfoiVe de la p/iilosopMe du XVJI, eiMe/ Bouilh'er, I/istoire de la 
philosopMe cart/sienne; Monehamp, IftfroiVe du Cart/ftoK«Jme en 
Pelytgue; Xvmcb, Dejcorlee, Sjnnora, and lAf A'etc Philosophy; 
Scl^rschmidt, Descartes und Spinora, 
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The first part of true philosophy, according to Descartes, is 
'^Wch contains the principles of knowledge, such 
c \ as the definition of the principal attributes of God, 
immateriality of the soul,_and of all the clear 
Sciences simple notions that are in^us. The second is 

• physics, in which, after finding the true principles 

of material things, we examine, in general, how the whole uni- 
verse has been framed; then, in particular, the nature of the 
earth and of all the bodies most generally found upon it, as 
air, water, fire, the loadstone and other minerals ; next the nature 
of plants, animals, and, above all, man, in order hereafter to he 
able to discover the other sciences that are useful to us. Thus, 
all philosophy is like a free, of which meiaphi/sics is the root, 
physics the trunk, and all the other sciences the branches that 
grow out of this trunk, which arc reduced to three principal, 
namely, medicine, mechanics, and ethics. The science of morals 
is the highest and most perfect, ~which, presupposing an entire 
knowledge of tbo other sciences, is the last degree of ivisdom.'* 
The first part of Descartes's book on the Principles of Philosophy 
contains the metaphysics, the other three parts take up all 
that is most general, in physics." 

Descartes’s aim is to find a body of certain and self-evident 
, truths, such as every one endowed with common-sense and the 
faculty of reasoning will accept. Such knowledge 
Method and the philosophy of the School has not been able to 
^owledge afford; there are many different opinions on one 
and the same subject, and we look in vain for cer- 
tainty in this field. The other sciences, taking, as they do, their 
principles from scholastic phflosopliy, can have nothing solid 
.built upon such unstable foundations. Instead, of clear and 
certain knowledge, we receive a lot of false opinions and arc 
involved in error and doubt. There is not a single subject 
in philosophy that is not still in dispute. Hence, if 've 
would have anything firm and constant in the sciences, we 

•With the Greek thinkers of the classical period and many of the great 
philosophers who came after him, Descartes emphasizes the practical, 
ethical significance of philosophy: “Tlie study of philosophy is more 
\ imperatively requisite for the regulation of our manners and for con- 
ducting us through life than is the use of our eyes for directing our 
. steps.” j;"** ' *■ 
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must get rid of these' opinions and build anew from the hot* 
tom up. » 

Instead of accepting the traditional views, we ought to study 
the great book of the world. ** "We shall never become philos- 
ophers even though we>shonld read all the reasonings of Plato 
and Aristotle if we cannot form a sound judgment upon any 
proposition.” To know the opinions of others is not science, but 
history; a man should do bis o wn thinking . But how shall we 
p roceed m our at t em]^ to * reach ciear and ce rtain k nowledge, 
what method ought we to follow t •‘The example of mathematics 
gives’ us a hint of the order to be pursued in our reasonings; the 
mathematicians alone have been able to find certain and self- 
evident”pro^*sitJons. accept without del)ate the statement 
that .twice two is four, or that the sum of the angles of a tri- 
angle is equal to two right angles. If we could discover such 
truths in philosophy, there would be an end of countless disputes 
and controversies; we should be able to prove the existence of 
God, the i^ortality of the soul, the reality of an external 
world, and we should succeed in laying secure foundations for the ' 
sciences. 

How do we proceed in mathematics, what is the method pur- 
sued? "We begin with axioms, or principles which ore self- 
evident, which every one accepts who hears and understands 
them. From these principles as our starting-point we deduce 
other propositions which logically follow from them, and which 
are just as certain as the former, provided no mistake has been 
made in the reasoning. That is, we begin with simple proposT-^ 
tions that are self-evident, and pass from these to more complex 
ones ; our method is synthetic or deductive. 

This method must be applied in philosophy. "We should pro- 
ceed from absolutely certain first principles, from propositions 
which are clear and self-evident, and pass on to new and unknown 
truths which-are equally certain. We look in vain for such 
truth In the traditional scholastic systems, for in them we’ re- 
ceive nothing but a mass of divergent opinions. Besides, we 
cannot accept any truth on the autliority of others; we must 
search after it ourselves, never receive anything as true which 
we do not clearly and distinctly perceive to be so. And here 
we should be on our guard. We have our prejudices, a lot of. 
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transmitted notions which have been impressed upon us in our 
childhood by our parents and teachers, j/any of these opinions 
have been found by experience to be falsff; perhaps all of them 
are. Neither can we have faith in our sensations, for these 
often deceive us, and how do we know that they have anything 
real corresponding to them! But are not our own bodies and 
actions realities? No, we cannot be csrtain even of these; we 
are often deceived, we dream, and in, our dreams we believe we 
have realities before ua, whereas they are nothing but illusions. 
Perhaps we are dreaming now, at this present moment ; we have 
no marks by which we can with ■certainty distinguish between 
waking and dreaming. For all / know, an evil spirit has made 
me so that this world which I picture to myself, exists only in 
my imagination; perhaps it has no existence outside my mind. 
Even the demonstrations of mathematics may he doubted, for 
we have sometimes seen men fall into error in such matters 
and admit as absolutely certain what to us appeared false. 
Besides, God, who is all-powerful, may have created us so that 
we are always deceived even in the things wo think we know best 
There is, then, no idea which seems certain to me. " I suppose, 
accordingly, that all the things which I see arc false; I am 
persuaded that none of those things whicli my deceptive memory 
presents to me are true; I suppose that I have no senses; I 
believe that body, figure, extension, motion, and place are nothing 
but fictions of my mind. What is tliere then that can be thought 
-true? Perhaps only that nothing in the world is certain.”* 

" But one thing is certain, and that is that I doubt, or think; 
of that there can be no doubt. And it is a contradiction to 
conceive that that which thinks docs not exist at the very time 
when it thinks. Descartes does not here infer from an empirical 
psychical fact: I think, hence I am; but reasons logically that 
doufit implies a doubter, thinking a thinker, a thinking thiag 
{res cogitans) or spiritual substance; thus reaching what scCms 
to him a rational, self-evident proposition. To doubt means to 
think, to think means to he; cogiio, ergo sum, I think, therefore 
I am. ” It is the first and most certain knowledge that occurs 
to one who philosophizes in an orderly manner.” Here is the 
principle we have been seeking, — a certain, self-evident starting- 
point for our metaphysics. This proposition also furnishes us 
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with a criterion or test of truth.' It is ahsolntelj’ certain, it is 
true, it is ’clearly and distinctly perceived. Hence, I can estab- 
lish it as a general rale that all things which arc clearly and 
distinctly perceived are trne. 

We now have a fundamental principle and a criterion of knowl- 
edge. What else can we know! It is doubtful whether anything 
can be certain, so long as we are confronted with 
the notion of a deceiving God; we do not know as "Proofs £ot 
yet whether there is a God, and that he is not a 
deceiver. This difficulty must be removed. Some 
of our ideas appear to be innate, some are onr own inventions, 
most of them seem to be received from without. Certain ones ' 
we regard as effects or copies of an external world. But all 
this may he illusion. One of the ideas I find in myself is the 
idea of God. Now , nothing can come from nothing, who ever 
exists must have a' cause for^existmg j .this, too, is a self-evident 
proposition.' 'Mdreove^th'e cause must be at least as’great as 
the effect, thete must be at least as much reality in it as in the 
effect. That which contains greater reality in itself, the more 
perfect, cannot be a consequence of, and dependent on, the less 
perfect. Hence, 1 myself cannot bo the cause of the idea of S 
God, for I am a finite, imperfect being, and the idea is the idea 
of a perfect, infinite being. Hence, the idea must have been 
placed' in me by an infinite being, or God, and God must exist. 
This proof for the existence of God is not the ontological proof 
of Anselm, but a causal proof, based on our notion of a perfect 
being. It is not argued that such a being exists because we'- 
liave a concept of him, but that the knowledge of such a being 
necessarily implies, as the ground of this concept, a being greater 
than the knower. . 

* Buts it may be urgpd., the notion of infinity ia a. mete negatlvp* 
T^concept : the denial of perfection. It cannot be that, according ' 
to^eseartes, for the idea of finitude implies the idea of infinity, 
or of God; how could I doubt or Ivave desires if I did not have 
, in myself the idea of a being more perfect than myself, by 
comparison with whom I recognise the defects of my nature! 
Doubt implies a standard of truth, imperfection a standard of 
perfection. ' ' . 

Again, I could not have been the cause of my own existence. 
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for I have an idea of perfection ; and if i had created myself, 

I should have made myself perfect, and, moreover, I‘ should 
be able to preserve myself, which is not the case. If my parents 
had created me, they could also preserve me, which is impossible. 
Finally, it also follows from the very notion of God as a perfect 
being that he exists. It is not in my power to conceive a God 
without^ existence, that is, a being supremely perfect and yet 
devoid of an absolute perfection.^ This is the ontological argu- 
ment used by both Anselm and Augustine. 

It is also unthinkable that the divine perfections, which 'I ‘ 
conceive, should have more than one cause, for if these causes 
*■' were many, they would not be perfect; to be perfect there must ’ 

. 'be one cause only, one God. God must be self-caused, for if he 
is' the effect of another being, then that being is the effect of 
another, and so on ad infinitum: we have an inffnite regress and 
never reach any effect. 

'*.• The idea of God I have received from God; it is innate, God 
is not only the cause, but the archetype of our existence, he has 
' created man in his own image. It ought not to be wondered at 
that God in creating me should have placed this idea in me, to . 
serve ns the mark of the workman imprinted on his work. If God 
did not exist, I could not possibly be what I am, nor could I 
have an idea of God. We know more of God himself and of the 
. human mind than we know of corporeal objects. Reflecting 
upon the idea of God, we perceive that he is eternal, omniscient, 
omnipotent, the source of all goodness and truth; the creator of 
■' all things. He is not corporeal and does not perceive by means 
of the senses, as we do. He has intellect and wull, but not like 
ours; and he does not will evil or sin, for sin is the negation of 
being. This is the usual theistie position with which wc have 
become acquainted in scholasticism. Descartes agrees with Duns 
Seotns that we can accept reason only in so far as it does not 
conflict with revelation. He also holds with Duns that t}od 
could have arranged the W'orld otherwise than it is ; likewise that 
'a thing is good because God makes it so;'hc does not make it so 
because it is good. 

We have thus far discovered several self-evident truths: I - 
exist ; Whatever is clearly and distinctly perceived is true ; Noth- j 
ing can be without a cause; The cause must contain at least as - 
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much reali'fy and perfection as the effect; God exists; God is 
perfect, God cannot deceive us. But how comes it, then, that we 
are ever deceived, that we ever err at all ? In the 
first place, the power of distinguishing the true from 
the false, which God has given us, is not infinite. 

Moreover, error depends on the concurrence of two causes, 
namely, the faculty of cognition and the faculty of election, or 
the power of free choice, i-c., understanding and will. By under- 
standing alone, 1 neither affirm nor deny anything, but merely 
apprehend the ideas regarding which I may fonn a jud^ent; 

'no error, properly so-called, is foiuid in it Neither is tlie uill ' 
of itself the source of error, for it is exceedingly ample and 
perfect in its kind. Errors arc due to my failure to restrains 
the will from fudging a thing when I do not corifeeivedt.with 
sufficient clearness and’ distinctness} by choosing the false iu^ 
stead of the true and evil instead of good, the will falls inter* 
error and sin. ' ' “ 

Another problem demanding consideration U that of the ex- * 
temal world. tVe imagine that there arc bodies outside of us. 
How can we know that they actuaHy exist t We 
have feelings of pleasure and pain, appetites, and' 
sensations, which we refer instinctively to bodily 
causes. But since they often deceive us, we cannot prove the 
existence of bodies from the existence of such experiences. Yet, 
as we do not produce these states ourselves, they must be pro- 
duced either by God or by the things outside. If they arc pro-, 
duced by God, we are deceived, — for we are not aware that he- ' 
is their cause, — and God is a deceiver. God, however, is not 
a deceiver, as has been shown, but a truthful being, and our sen- 
sations must, therefore, be caused by real bodies. 

"What, however, are bodies 7 Bodies exist independently of our 
'•thinking; they do not need our existence in order to exist. Suqh 
an independent thing is called a substance. By substance we can 
‘ mean nothing else than a thing which so exists that it needs no 
other thing in order to exist. In realitj-, there is only one such 
being, God, substance in the absolute sense. We, therefore, have, ' 
strictly speaking, one absolute substance, God, and two relative 
substances, mind and body. These two exist independently of 
one another, but both depend on God- They arc fundamentally 
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different from one another, 'and we know them only through 
theif attributes. The essential cJiaractcristic or property of sub- 
stance, that which necessarily inhem in it, is called the aftnbutc. 
The attribute is the quality without which the substance cannot 
be thought or exist. But the attribute can manifest itself in 
different ways or modes or modifications. Substance and at- 
tribute can be conceived without modes, but modes cannot be 
thought without substance and attribute. Wc cannot conceive 
figure without extension, nor motion except in extended space; 
nor imagination, sensation, or will, except in a thinking thing. 
"We can, on the other hand, conceive extension without figure or 
motion, and thought without imagination or sensation. The sub- 
stance cannot change its attributes, but it can change its modesj 
a body will always be extended, but its figure need not be the 
'same. Since there arc no changes in God, there arc no modes 
in God. 

What, then, are things as suchT What we clearly and dis- 
tinctly perceive in body is the essential attribute of body.- 
Sounds, colors, taste, smell, heat and cold are not attributes of 
body: we are unable to conceive these clearly and distinctly, they 
arc confused; what I sense is not the body’s true reality. The 
attribute of body is extension, and nothing else; body and ex- 
tension are identical. Extension is length, breadth, and thick- 
ness, hence extension and space arc identical. Every body is a 
limited spatial magnitude. There is, therefore, no empty space 
or vacuum: wherever there is space, there is body. Space is 
infinitely divisible, there arc no ultimate parts of space, hence 
no atoms. The smallest parts of bodies are still further divisible; 
they are not atoms, but corpMsclcs, or molecules, as we should 
say to-day. Nor can extension stop anywhere; the corporeal 
world is infinite. 

All the processes of the external world are modifications or 
modes of extension ; extension may be divided without end, the 
parts may be united and separated, whence arise different forms 
of matter. All variation of matter, or diversity of form, depends 
on_ motion. Motion is the action by which a body passes from 
one place to anoUier. It is a inode of the movable thing, not a 
substance. All occurrence is transference of motion from one 
part of space to another. ** Motion is the transporting of one 
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part of matter or of one body from' the vicinity of those bodies 
that arc in immediate contact \ritU it, or whicli \s-e regard at 
rest, to the \icimty of other bodies.” Tiie physical world is 
explained in terms of mechanics. Tliere is no action in the dis* 
tance, all occurrences arc due to pressure and impact. lienee, 
there must be a universal ether to account for the facts of 
astronomy. 

Body conceived os mere extension is passive and cannot move 
itself f we must, therefore, have recourse to God n.s the first 
cause of motion in the world. ” God originally created matter 
along Nvitli motion and rest, and now by bis concourse alone 
preser\'cs in the whole the same amount of motion that he then 
placed in it.” This new of the prime mover was common in 
the time of Descartes and after. Galileo and Newton both ac- 
cepted it: it is the old Aristotelian conception. To hinder divine 
interference with the world, however, wliich would mean the 
abandonment of the mechanical theory and a relapse into scholas- 
* ticism, our philosopher holds tliat-God has given the world a 
certain amount of motion: motion is constant. We have here 
the theory of the conservation of energy in germ. Bodies can- 
‘not produce motion of themselves or stop it; consequent!}’, they 
can neither increase nor decrease it, and hence the quantity of 
motion and rest must remain the same. 

Since God is immutable, all changes in the world of bodies 
miist follow according to constant rules, or laws of nature. All 
laws of nature are laws of motion. All difTerences in bodies are 
explained as different relations of the parts: solid bodies arc 
bodies <in which tlie parts are united and at rest; fluids are 
bodies in which the parts move. 

Jlind is diametrically opposed to body. The attribute of body 
is extension; bodies are passive; the attribute of mind is Ibin'k- 
ing: mind is active, free. The two substances are 
absolutely distinct: mind is absolutely without ex- 
tension, and no body can think. We cannot 
conceive . of mind or soul without thought : the soul ’ is res 
cogitans; j have a clear and distinct idea of myself in so far 
as I am 6nly a thinking and unextended thing. Hence, it is 
I certain tbat T, that is, any mind, through "which I am what I am, 
is entirely and truly distinct from my body, and may exist with- 


282 


MODERN PHILOSOPHY 


out it. I can clearly and distinctly conceive myself as entire, 
•svitliout the faculties of imagining and perceiving, but I cannot 
conceive these without conceiving myself, that is to say, without 
an intelligent substance in which they reside. Imagination and 
perception arc, therefore, distinct from myself, as modes are 
from things.* We clearly perceive that neither extension nor 
figure nor local motion nor anything similar that can be at- 
tributed to body, pertains to our nature, and nothing save 
thought alone. And, consequently, the notion we have of our 
mind precedes that of any corporeal tiling, and is more certain, 
seeing we still doubt whether tliere is any body in existence, 
while we already perceive that we think. 

What particularly attracted Descartes in this extreme dualism 
was that it left nature free for the mechanical, explanations of 
natural science. Mind is eliminated from nature and given an 
independent territory of its own- Physics is allowed to go its 
own way; all purposes or final causes arc banislicd from it. A 
division is made between mind and body similar to the division 
made between theology and philosophy in scholastic days. This 
teaching Descartes applies to the entire organic world, even to..^ 
the human body. The human body is, like the animal body, a 
machine. The moving principle in it is the beat in the heart; 
the organs of motion are the muscles; the organs of sensation, 
the nerves. Animal spirits are distilled in the blood in the heart 
and rise through the arteries into the brain, and thence into the 
muscles and nerves. All the functions of the body follow natu- 
rally, in this machine, from the arrangement of the organs, — 
as necessarily as the movements of a watch or other automaton 
follow from its pendulum and wheels. It is not necessary to 
conceive in it any plant or sensitive soul or any other principle 
of vital motion than blood and the animal spirits. Descartes 
repudiates the vitalism of Aristotle and the schoolmen, and offers 
a thoroughgoing mechanical theory of organic nature. 

If these two substances exclude one another, it would follow 
that there can be no interaction between them; mind cannot 

* In thought, however, Descartes {Deludes will and evidently also such 
higher emotions as are not the result of tho union of body and mind. He 
tells us in his Discourse on Itethod that a thinking thing is one that 
doubts, understands, conceives, afErms, denies, wills, refuses, imagines as k 
well as feels. 
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cause changes in tlie body, and body cannot cause changes in the 
mind. Descartes, Ijowcvcr, docs not drn^Y the consequences of his 
premises. There are certain facts vrhicli point to an intimate 
union between body and mind in man : appetites of hunger and 
thirst ; emotions and passions of mind which are not exclusively 
mental affections; sensations of pain, color, light, sound, etc. 
These we cannot refer to tlie body alone or to the soul alone, but 
must explain by the close and intimate union of the two. TIic 
union is not to he conceived as one like that of the pilot to the 
vessel. My mind and my body compose a substoafml unity. All 
the sensations just mentioned arc merely confused modes of 
consciousness, the result of this union. That is, man is not a 
pure spirit, ilotion in animals, and often in ourselves, occurs 
without the intervention of reason; the senses excited by external 
objects simply react to the animal spirits and the reactions arc 
mechanical,— the animal is nothing but a raacliinc but this ts 
not the case with human sensations. If I were merely a thinking 
being, if my soul were not somehow intimately conjoined with 
my body, I should, for example, knoiv that I am hungry, but 
not feci hungry*. I should not have these confused modes of 
consciousness. 

Just how this intimate union is to be conceived, is not made 
quite clear, however. Descartes warns us against confounding 
mind and body with one another. Thought and extension, he 
.tells us, can be combined, in man, in unity of composition, but 
not in unity of nature: the union should not be compared with 
a mixture of two bodies. He teaches that “ thought can be 
troubled by the organs without being the product of them 
sensations, feelings, and appetites are disturbances in the soul 
ivm iVs wwvja w In e.?; ^2,% mwwi, 

however, body and soul remain distinct; God has put them to- 
gether; he cannot rid himself of the power of separating them 
•or of conserving the one apart from the other. Descartes’s idea 
here seems to be that the relation between mind and body is not 
such that a physical state becomes a mental state, produces or 
causes a mental state, or vice versa; tlie mind is simply troubled 
by organic processes. His obscurity and vacillation on this point 
are due to his desire to explain the corporeal world on purely 
.mechanical principles and at the same time leave a place for 
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. the action of a spiritual principle. The facts of experience point 
to an intimate connection between the two worlds which his clear- 
cut distinction between them seems to render impossible. 

At other times, however, he accepts the theory of causal inter- 
action without hesitation. The soul, though united with the 
whole body, exercises its functions more particularly, or has 
its principal seat, in the pineal gland of the brain. Jlovements* 
are caused by sensible objects in tJie animal spirits and trans- 
ferred to the pineal gland ; in this way sensations are produced. • 
The soul can also move the gland in different ways; this motion 
is transferred to the animal spirits and conducted by them over 
the nerves into the muscles. Here the relation of mind and body 
is clearly conceived as causal : through the mediation of the pineal 
gland a certain interaction is brought about between them. 

The soul, according to Descartes, does not consist of separate 
souls or faculties, but is a single prbciple expressing itself in 
Emol* n ■various ways: the same soul that feels also rea- 
™ sons and wills. He distinguishes between its active 

and passive phases, the actions and passions of the soul, as he 
calls them. 1 The former are our volitions or acts of will, which 
depend on the soul itself: I am free to will to love God, or to 
think pure thought, or to create pictures of the imagination and 
to move my body. Tlie latter are sensations and their copies, 
our appetites, pain, heat, and otlier bodily feelings, which are 
referred either to external objects or to the body. The volun- 
tary or active states are absolutely in the power of the soul 
and can only be indirectly changed by the body, whereas the 
passive states depend absolutely on their physiological causes 
and can be changed by the soul only indirectly, except in cases 
in which the soul is itself their cause. There are, however, other 
states, or “ perceptions," " of which we feel the effects as in 
the soul itself.” These are the sentiments of joy,' anger, and 
the like, which are passions in the restricted sense of the term ; 
they are perceptions or sentiments or emotions of the soul which 
we refer particularly to it and which are caused, snpported, and 
strengthened by certain movements of the animal spirits. The 
principal effect and use of such passions, however, is to incite ^ 
and dispose the soul to will the things for which they prepare 
the body : fear incites the vriU to fly, courage to fight, and so on. 
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The passions proper have as their immediate cause the move- ^ 
ments of the animal spirits which agitate the pineal gland, but 
they can sometimes he caused by the action of the soul, which 
wills to conceive such and such an object; thus I may arouse 
feelings of courage in myself by analyzing the situation. 

The so-called conflicts between natural appetites and will are 
explained as oppositions between movements, which the body by 
its spirits, and the soul hy its will, tend to excite in the pineal 
gland at the same time. Every one can recognize the strength 
or weakness of his soul by the outcome of such conflicts. But 
there is no soul so feeble that it cannot, if well conducted, acquire 
an absolute power over its passions. The power of the soul, 
however, is inadequate without the knowledge of truth. 

Descartes enumerates six primary passions; wonder, love, hate, 
desire, joy, and sorrow, of which all the rest* arc species. They 
are all related to the body; their nfiturol use being to incite 
the soul to consent and contribute to the actions which tend 
to preserve the body or to render U in some way more perfect; 
and in this sense joy and sorrow are the first to be employed. 
For the soul is directly turned from harmful things only by the 
feeling of pain, which produces the passion of sorrow, then fol- 
low hatred of the cause of the pain and the desire to be freed 
from the pain. 

Our good and evil depend chiefly on the inner emotions ex- 
cited in the soul only by the soul itself. So long as the soul 
.has something within to satisfy it, all the troubles which come 
from without hove no power to hurt it. And in order that it 
may have" this inner satisfaction, all that is needed is to follow 
virtue exactly, yfe note here the Stoic influence on Descartes’s 
ethics. Stoicism was the current ethical theory in the 'Renais- 
sance and remained popular far into modem limes. 

Bacon had suggested a mechanical tbeorj' of mental states and 
Hobbes had made mechanism the basis of his entire world-view. 
Descartes attempts to apply it in detail to a large portion of our 
psychic life. But he does not explain all our mental processes 
in this way. llind itself is a distinct entity, having the power 
of understanding and will. Moreover, all the “ perceptions,” of 
which Descartes speaks, — sensations, appetites, emotions, — are 
states of mind, not motions ; and some passions are purely men- 
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fal, not caused bj' organic activities at nil. The will is inde-. 
pendent of bodily states and can of it.s oirn accord produce such 
states. The will is free, and the ethical ideal 'Of the soul is to 
make itself free from external influences, to keep the reins in its 
own hands. 

The aim of Descartes is to reach clear and certain knowledge, 
such certainty as arises when we judge that it is impossible for 
y . a thing to be otherwise than we conceive it. We 

have such necessary knowledge m the demonstra- 
tions of mathematics, and also in philosophy if we follow the 
proper method. Certain truths arc clearly and distinctly per- 
ceived, though not equally by all men. Now, such knowledge 
cannot spring from the senses,* they do not tell us w'liat things 
are in themselves or ns such, but only how they affect us. Colors, 
sounds, taste, odors, do not belong to the object, What the real 
object is, what it is when stripped of the qualities the senses 
ascribe to it, we can know only by clear and distinct thinking. 
If we cannot derive true knowledge irom sense-experience, if 
genuine knowledge is the result of reasoning from certain basal 
notions and principles, these must be inherent in the mind itscU, ^ 
innate, or a priori. The mind has its own standards or noms, 
which guide it in the pursuit of truth. Principles of knowledge *■ 
may become explicit only in the coarse of experience, tliat ia, 
as the mind exercises itself in thought, but they are somehow 
present from the beginning. Descartes’s basal idea is that rea- 
son has its natural norms; how tliey are present, he is not 
sure; here, again, he vacillates. By innate knowledge he some- 
times means ideas or truths impressed upon the mind, princi- 
ples which the soul finds in itself, and sometimes the native 
power or faculty of the sonl to produce such knowledge in the 
course of human experience. The polemic of Locke against the 
doctrine of innate ideas contributed to greater clarity and defi- 
niteness with regard to the whole problem, and compelled ration- 
alism in the persons of Leibniz and Kant to present the teaching 
in a different form. 

Descartes ’s rationalism and apriorism did not hinder him fro® 
paying ample attention_ to experience.* He did not work out 

• Cf. Duboux, La physique de Descartes; Poster, History of Pkysiolofftf 
duriny the Sixteenth, Seventeenth, and Eighteenth Centuries. 
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a systematic theory of knowledge; he was interested in discover- 
ing a method of truth rather than in a detailed discussion of 
epistemological problems. In iq)ite of his studied skepticism, 
he was a dogmatist in the sense of believing in the competence 
of reason to attain certain knowledge. He was a realist in ac- 
cepting the existence of an external world, the true natnre of 
which, however, can be discovered only by rational thin^g. 

46, Successors of DesavRTES 

The Cartesian philosophy presented many difficulties and pro- 
voked a host of problems which kept thinkers busj* for centuries 
to come. If God and nature, it was held, are two 
distinct and independent realities, as the theory 
demands, there can he no real converse between 
them. Then God cannot impress the idea of himself upon the 
mind of man, nor can man know anything of Qod. It is also 
inexplicable how God, a pure spirit, should‘be able to impart' 
motion to matter. These perplexities Descartes sometimes seeks 
to escape by distinguishing between the substantiality of God 
and that of souls and bodies: God is the only real substance, 
all things else are dependent on Qod, efiicets of his causality, his 
creatures. In nominally abandoning the dualism inherent in 
the system, our philosopher opens the way for the pantheism of 
Spinoza. A similar dualism is created between God and man 
when man is endowed with free will, as Descartes endows him, 
without being able to explain the “ great mystery " by his phi- 
losophy. Another chasm yawns between man and nature, or 
mind and body. If mind and body are totally distinct, how 
can anj' communication take place between them? By 1137)01110815, 
interaction h impossible, and yet such interaction is a^umed as 
a fact. We bare, therefore, a double contradiction here: body 
and soul are independent substances, and yet Qod is the only 
true substance, souls and bodies arc his creations. Body and 
soul are independent substances, and yet they act on one an-, 
other. Moreover, it was asked, if the bodies of animals are ma- 
chines, whj’ not human bodies? 

The .new philosophi’ is an attempt to harmonize the me- 
chanical theory of modern seience, which it was impossible to 
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dllelism, holding that mental and physical processes are not 
causally related but run parallel to one another. We have here 
the beginning of the criticisin of the notion of causation 'which 
culminated in Hume’s skepticism: how can a mental cause pro- 
duce a physical effect, or vice versa t 
Geulincx explains the matter somewhat differently. It is true, 
he holds, wc cannot act on the physical world nor can the 
physical world act on ns. Yet our volitions are not 
the occasion for creating movements, nor move- Qg^lincx 
ments the occasion for creating ideas, by a spe- 
cial act of God. Nor did God preestablish the harmony between 
body and soul. God knows what I am going to will, although 
my will is free; and the entire universe has been arranged in 
accordance with that knowledge. “ God in his infinite wisdom 
has instituted laws of motion, so that a movement which is 
entirely independent of my will and power coincides with my 
free volition.” Geulincx also deviates from Cartesianism in his 
conception of knowledge: wc cannot know things os they are 
in themselves; God alone has knowledge of them, whereas we 
know only our own ego. 

Works by Genlincx: Saturnalia, 1653; logics, 1662; Ethica, 1664, ff.j 
Thy$ica vera, 1{>S8; Meiaphysica, 1691. Edition of works by Land, 
3 vols. Monographs by Land, van der Haeghen, E. Pfieiderer, Griaun, 
8amtleben. 

Nicolas Malebranche (1C38-1715) looks at the problem presented 
by Descartes from another angle. He was a member of the Oratory 
of Jesus, among ■whom the doctrines of Augustine were 
popular and who became greatly interested in Car- Idealism 
tesianism. The reading of Descartes’s Traiti de 
Vhovxme led him to devote lumself to the study of the entire system. 
Although his aim was the harmony of religion and philosophy, 
Augustiniamsm and Carteaanism, his books were placed on the Index. 
His chief works are: De la recherche de la verite, 1G75; Traite de la 
nature et de la grace, 1680; TraitS de Ja morale, 1684; EntretUns aar 
‘“^^b'pion et metaphysigue, 1688; TraltS de Vamour de Dteu, 1697. 

Works ed. by Simon, 4 vols.; translations of a number of his books; 
monographs • by Joly, Ollo-Lapmne, Novaro. See also E. Caxrd, 
Esaaya on Literature and Philosophy f Pillon, L*evo1ution de Vidialisme, 
etc., in Annie phUosophique, vols. TV and V. 

, If thought is something utterly distinct from motion, Male- 
branehe asks, how can motion produce sensation, and how can 
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ignore, Tvith the spiritnalistic theology and metaphysics which 
had come in with Christianity. Nearly all of Descartes's tliffi- / 
culties ore caused by his task of reconciliation; the function of 
his successors consisted cither in pointing them out or discover- 
ing ways of escaping them. It was possible to avoid the dualism 
of the sj’stcm (1) by eliminating nature os an independent 
reality and teaching absolute idealism (Malebranche) ; (2) by ' 
eliminating mind as an independent reality and accepting mate- 
rialism (Hobbes, La Jlettric, and the French materialists) ; (3) 
by making both mind and matter manifestations of an absolute 
substance, God or Nature (Spinoza). Or it was possible to 
retain the dualism and frankly deny the possibility of inter- 
action (parallelism). In addition to the metaphysical prob- 
lems, questions concerning the origin, nature, and method of 
knowledge demanded further attention; and in this work Eng- 
lish empiricism and French sensationalism took the leading part. 

The philosophy of Descartes met with bitter opposition from the 
Jesuits (having been placed on the Index in 16C3) and the Calvinists 
in Holland, and was prohibited in the nnireisities of France and 
Germany. It gained followers, however, in tbe new Dutch universities, 
particularly among the theologians, and in France, where it was taken 
up by the Oratory of Jesus. Among those who were interested in 
tbo metaphysical problems su^:cslcd by Cartesianism, especially in 
tbe problem of the relation of mind and body, we mention; Regis 
(1G32-1707), Do la Forge, Cordemoy, Clauberg (1C22-16G5), Bckker 
(1G34-1C98), who tries to prove, on Cartesian principles, the im- 
possibility of demonology, witchcraft, magic, and other superstitions, 
and Arnold Geulincx (1G25-1CG9). Clauberg holds that the soul 
cannot produce movements in the body, but can direct such movements 
as the driver guides his horses. Antoine Arnauld (1C12-1C94),_ author 
(with Nicole) of Art de penser, or the Port-Royal Logic as it came 
to be called, and a follower of Jansenism, accepted the philosophy of 
Descartes. 

Most of these Cartesians reject the theory of interaction, or 
infliixus phyaicus, as it was called, and have recourse to the will 

_ , of God in explanation of the body-mind relation. 

Occasionalism t» , , . , 

Body and mmd are distinct ; the will does not move i 

bodies ; how could it 7 It is the occasion for such a change taking I 
place in the external world, which God himself brings about. 

Nor can physical occurrences produce ideas in us : they are only j 
the occasional causes {causes occasionales) for God’s producing ' J 
them in us. This view has been called Occasioiiah'sm. It is par- 
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dlhlism, holding that mental and physical processes arc not 
cansally related btU ran parallel to one another. "We have here 
the beginnings of the criticism of the notion of causation which 
culminated in Hume’s skepticism: how can a mental cause pro- 
duce a physical effect, or vice versa t 

Geulincx explains the matter somewhat differentlj’. It is true, 
he holds, we cannot act on the physical world nor can the 
physical world act on us. Yet oar volitions are not 
the occasion for creating movements, nor move- 
ments the occasion for creating ideas, by a spe- 
cial act of God. Nor did God preestablish the harmony between 
body and soul. God knows what I am going to will, although 
my will is free; and the entire universe has been arranged in 
accordance with that knowledge. ** God in his infinite wisdom 
has instituted laws of motion, so that a movement which is 
entirely independent of my will and power coincides with my 
free volition.*^ Geulincx also deviates from Cartesianism in his 
conception of knowledge: we cannot know things as they are 
in themselves; God alone has knowledge of them, whereas we 
know only our own ego. 

■Works by Geolincx: Folurnolio, 1^3; Loffica, 1662; Eihito, 1664, ff.; 
Thyaica vera, 16S8; ifelophyyico, 1691. Edition of works by Land, 
3 Tols. iloDographs by Land, van der Haegben, E. Pfieiderer, Grimm, 
Samtleben. 

Nicolas JJalehranche (1G3S-1715) looks at the problem presented 
by 'Descartes from another angle. He was a member of the Oratory 
of Jesus, among whom the doctrines of Augustine were 
popular and who became greatly interested in Car- Idealism 
tesianism. The reading of Descartes’s Traits de 
rfiomme led him to devote himself to the study of the cutire system. 
Althongh his aim was the harmony of religion aud philosophy, 
Angustiniauism and Cartesianism, his boots were placed on the Index. 
His chief works are: Dc ia recRercRe de la verite, 1675; Traite de la 
nature et de lo grace, ICSO; Traite de fo morale, 1684; Eniretiens swr 
la religion el mefapTjysfgue, 1688; Traite de Vatnour de Diea, 1697. 

tTorks cd. by Simon, 4 vols.; translations of a number of bis books; 
monographs- by Joly, OU6-Laprmie, Novaro. See also E. Caird, 
Essays on lAterature and Philosophy; PUlon, devolution de Vidialisme, 
etc., in A.mee philosophique, vols. XV end V. 

^ If thought is something utterly distinct from motion, Male- 
branehe asl^, how can motion produce sensation, and how can 
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says, drGTV copiously from liis great work without mentioning 
the author’s name. In 1767 Prcderick the Great wrote to Vol- 
taire; “ Bayle began the battle. A number of Englishmen fol- 
lowed in his wake. You are destined to finish the fight.” 


Delvolve, Religuin, critique et philosophie positive chez P. Bayle; 
articles by Pillon in Annie phUosophique, 1896-1902; monographs by 
Feuerbach, Botin. * 


47. Benedict Spinoza 


Rationalism 


Descartes is a_dogmatist and a rationalist: he believes in the 
power of human reason to reach sure and universal knowledge. 

"With the help of self-evident notions and principles, 
which have their seat in the mind, he undertakes to 
construct a universal theory as binding on reason as the proposi- 
tions of geometry. Spinoza shares this faith; for him, too, the 
^oal of philosop^ is the complete knowledge of things, and.this 
can be reached by clear and distinct thinking.'^ If we procei^from 
self-evident principles and^ proW every step" in the arg^ent, 
ive can_faahion‘a body of truth as certain and universal as mathe- 
matfes.') Descartes had given on' illustrn1ion~of the application - 
orThe geometric method in the appendix to his Meditations. _ 
Spinoza follows the same method in his early book on the expo- 
sition of Descartes’s philosophy and in his chief work, Ethics. 
He begins with definitions and axioms and proceeds to proposi- 
tibns which he demonstrates in the geometrical order, ordine 
geomeirico, each proposition "occupying exactly" t^e place i? 
the argument where it belongs. To the propositions are added 
corollaries, which are necessary consequences of propositions, 
and scholia, in which propositions are discussed more at length 
and in less formal man^e^^ His strict adherence to the mathe- 
matical method greatly influenced Spinoza’s thought, as we shall 
see later on. 

^n aim and in method, tlien, SpinozaJollows the exam ple se t 
byTDesearte^ He is also interested in the same problems as his 
predecessori^ut seeks to solve them in a more consistent and sys- 
tematic way^ Descartes distinguishes sharply between God and 
nature, mind and body; thought is the attribute of mind, ex- 
tension the' attribute of body. INwertheless^, he declares that God ^ 
is. the sole independent 8ubstance,~dn~^vhicli all 'other so-called- 
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substances depend, and that these have merelj* relative inde- 
pendency This idea Spinoza takcs'serionsly and works out with »« 
logical consistency. If substance is that which needs n othin g 
ot her ^ an itself to b^cGDcei^d7Tf~QbHir77ie ^b- 

stimce and'everjihing^ejs^ dependent on liim, then, obviously, 
there can be no substa^e outeidc of God. Then thought and 
extension cannot be attributes of separate substances, but are 
merged uith these inJSod; they are attributes of one single 
independent substance. Everything in the universe is dependent 
on i t; God is the cause bearer of all qualities and events, 
the one principle in which all things find their being. lie is 
the one thinking and extended substance, — t he dual ism of.suh^ 

H stanc es disappears, but the dua lism of attribute rem arni.'**'~Thcre 
c'^ be no interaction betweeaThe.tw Q_ att ributes, between mental” 
and physical processes} tbc two series are pMallel'to each-other 
and~nevcrlnter.s^ctr "And wherever there are mental processes, 
th Tfe* be pli^ Tcal.processos, and. vice versa; and the order “ 
and connection of the physicarrealm is the same as the order 
and connection of the psychic realm. Dualism gives way to ^ 
monism, theism to pantheism, interaction to parallelism. 


Baruch (Beuedtet) de Spinoza (1032-1677) was bom in Holland, 
the son of a wealthy Poctuguese-Jewish merchant. He studied the 
Hebrew literature with the purpose of becoming a rabbi, but found 
ns little to satisfy hini in JeTdsb scholasticism as Bacon and Descartes 
had found in the Christian system. Id his state of doubt he became 
acquainted with the works of Descartes and renotmeed Judaism. Ex- 
pelled from the synagogue (1C56) and forced to leave Amsterdam, 
he took up his abode in various Dutch towns and finally settled at 
The Hague (1669), where he gained his livelihood by grinding lenses. 
In his profound love of tmtb, bis unselfishness and his simple mode 
of life, be exemplified the virtues of the philosopher. But his panthe- 
istic system aroused intense and almost universal indignation, and 
Spinoza was for centuries despised as au atheist. The only work of 
his that appeared under his own name during his lifetime was the 
exposition of Descartes’s system, Cogitata metaphysico, 3663. The 
Tractatus theologico-politicus, in which he critically examined the 
Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, and advocated freedom of thought 
and the separation of Church and State, was published anonymously. 
His posthumous works, including BtAiOs, Tnetatus poliiicus, Traetatua 
Ae inteVfctua emendalione, and Letters, appeared in 1677. A Dutch 
translation of the Short Treatise (TroctatMi hren's Ae Deo et 'honine 
fiusquc /eh'citfltc), his carlicsit work, was found in 1S50; the original 
Latin and Dutch texts are lost. 
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minntion is negation. lienee, neither intelligence nor vrill, 
in the human sense, belong to it; it does not thinh and plan and 
decide, it does not act according to conscious purpose or design: 
such teleologj’ is entirely foreign to its nature. “ I confess, ” says 
Spinoza, “ tliat the view which subjects all things to the indif- 
ferent will of God and makes them depend on divine caprice, 
comes nearer the truth than the view of those who maintain 
that God does everything for the sake of the good. For these 
persons seem to place something outside of God which is inde- 
pendent of him, to which he tools os to a model while he is 


at work, or at which he aims as if at a mark. This is, indeed, 
notliing else tlian subjecting God to fate, and is a most absurd 
view* of him whom we have shown to be the first and only free 
cause of the essence and existence of things.” 

. This single, eternal, infinite, self-caused, necessary .principje^ 
of^hjpgsjs called Go d p r„Nature. God is not apart from the 
as Descartes held, an external traiscebdent cause acting 
•on it from without (theism), but i« the world, thejmmanent 
principle.of the universe. God is in the world and tjie world 
in^him, he is the source of everything that is_(pantbcism). God. 
and the" w orld arV one7"'Cause"and'effeK are not distinct here ; 
Q^^oes not create in the sense of producing something separate 
from, and external tdj^ himself, something thaj^ pan exist^apart 
from him;" he is the permanent anbstonce or ^ubstratnm or cs- 
senc^in the^hings. As the active principle or source of all 
reality, Spinoza, using an ol3~schoIasfic term , calls him t igt«ro 
naturans/ as the plurality of objects, the effects or products of 
the principle, he calls him natura vaturaia.'^ ” ' * “ 

How else 'ihalT'Wrrdefine' Nature,' or God; what are the attri- 


butes of universal reality? By^ attribute Spinoza means that 
•whidi the intellect~^rceives as constituting the 
essence of saS sfan ce. Sbrae mferpreters- 
Erdmann)'uhderstand by this that attributes are 


forms of our knowledge, not really belonging to God, but at- 
tributed to him by human thought. Others (K. Fischer) re- .• 
gard them as real expressions of God’s nature, not, merely as^ 
hufuan modes of thought, bu t actua l properties of God. The 
latteVview is probably the convet one;~’Spuioza7;the rationalist, 
accepted necessary forms of thought as having objective validity: 
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Tfhat reason comp els us to think has more than mental reality. 
And yet he felt a"cerfaiirlicatancj^jn~a^lying definite quali- 
ties to the infinite ground of things, all determination being 
negation. But he tried to avoid this difficulty hy predicating 
of the infinite substance an iiffinite number of infinite attributes : 
every 'one' of 'them, that is, infinite and eternal in its essence. 
God is so great that he is conceived as possessing infinite quali- 
ties in an infinite degree. 

Of these infinite attrilmtes, the mind of man can grasp but 
two, estensioD and thought. Nature expresses itself in an infi- 
nite number of ways, of which only extension and thought are 
knowable by man, who is himself a physical and mental being, 
God pr_nature, therefore, is {at least) both body and -mind. 
"Wherever, then, there is space or matter, there is soul or mind, 
and vice versa ; the two attribute, being essential to the nature 
of substance, must be present wherever the substance is found, 
and that is ever ywhere. Extension and thought are each infi- , 
nite in its own kind, but not absolutely infinite, that is, neitlier ' 
thoTjght nor extension is the sole attribute; since there are manyf 
other attributes of God, none of them can be called absolutely 
infinite. These aUributes arc absolutely independent of one 
another and cannot iafl?en?e_^ach_othcr : mind cannot produce 
change in body'nor the body changes in mind. “ When two 
tilings have nothing in common with one anoUier, the one cannot • 
be the emise of tb^other; for since the effect would contain noth- 
ing that belonged to the'eause, everj^hlng in the effect would be 
a creation out of nothing.” Spinoza here accepts the doctrine / 
of the occasionalists and Jralebrancbe, that only like can pro-/ 
duce like, that mind cannot produce motion nor motion mind. 

We cannot explain the mentaf by the physical, as m^aterialism 
does, nor the physical hy the mental, as spiritnalism does. Both 
the mental and the physical realms, the world of thought and 
the world of motion, are manifestations of one and the same 
univ ersaL reali^T-both having equal rank; neither is the cause 
or the effect of the other, both are the effects of the same cause, 
both flow from the same substance. The one indivisible nature 
or^God, regarded from one angle, is a space-occupying, moving 
tffing; looked at from another,itis an ideal world, fibis is what 
we now call psvcho- phvsieal _p&r a!lp.]i^ni. And the order and 
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connection in tiie one realm aw the same as in the other To my 
I notion of a circle there corresponds a real circle existing in 
nature. 

Attributes appear in specific waj’s or modes, llodes are de- 
fined as “ the^olTeetioas or modifications of substance, or fiiat 
which is in another thing through which also it 
° conceived.” That is, a mode or modification 
is always the modification of some tiring ; it.cannot 
be conceived except as the mode of a thing. The attribute oJ_ 
extension manifests itself in particular figured bodies, thought 
‘ expresses itself in particular ideas and acts of will. We neV^r 
have'aT)stract thought as such, a barren stretch of thought, nor 
abstract extension ns such, but always particular ideas and par- - 
ticular bodies. We cannot, however, think the latter apart from 
attributes, — motion or rest, for example, without extension; in- 
tellect or will, wiUiout mind.' 

In one sense, inodes are infinite and necessary, in another 
sense they are fiuUo and temporal. Species, for c.xample,- are 
eternal, whereas the'particular individuals pass away; pa rtigu-,, 
lar s_perjsh , .the. genus j‘^aiDS._lDtel]ects and wills, or persons, 
have always existed and will always exist, but particular human 
beings are born and die. The eternal infinite substance exp'rosses 
itself forevSHn definite ways, in an eternal and necessary system 
of physical and mental forms, in a system of ideas and in a sys- 
tem of bodies. Such an infinite and necessary system of ideas, 
the totality of all ideas, Spinoza calls the absolutely infinite in- 
tellect; the system of modes "of extension he calls motion and 
/rest;* the two together constitute ibe- face of the whole «Mt- 
' verse. The face of the whole universe always remains the same, 
although its parts undergo constant change. Nature, as , a whole, 
rmay liere be compared to an individual organism, the elements 
of which7c'ome"~ahd'gbrTmt‘ whose form (face) remains the 
same. " 

The particular finite objects and minds are not direct effects 
of the substance of God j each* finite_tliin^ has its" e fficien t cause 
in some other finiU tlring’ and so ovTadJnfimtum. The par- 

■ • JlouoJT and reat are the modes of extension. Spinoza assumes thst 

since there can be no motion without extension, extension must be 
ground of motion. And if extension is the ground of motion, then motion j 
>s a mode of extension. 
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ticula^bodies form a cliain of interconnected members, a strict 
1 causal nexus, and the particular ideas form a similar chain.' 
The particular idea in my mind owes its existence to some other 
idea, and so on; the particular physical object before me owes 
its existence to some other physical object; if it had not been 
for the one, the other would not be. It was hot, however, essen- 
tial to the universal substance that this or that particular one 
should have been j neither one follows of necessity from the na- 
ture of God. Yet not a single thought or body could exist were 
it not for the permanent underlying reality to which all things 
belong, of which all arc states. Spinoza is well a^varc that we 
cannot logically derive this or that particular thing, the finite 
mode, from the notion of substance; tliat never d ed uce i 

particulars from c oncep ts. Given the notion of an infinite ex- 
'tlmdcd and'tluhking substance, we cannot show that such and 
such an mdividnal necessarily folIo\\-s. But we can say, Spinoza 
believes, that given such a substance, thoughts_Qn 5 ^lwdic 8 ncccs- 
sarjl y fol bw. As all the properties of the triangle follow from 
the definition of the triangle, so all the PX^PPA^i^^ of .the Ami- 
verse follow necessarily, from. the substance.^ We cannot, how- 
ever! 'dclluce from the concept of the triangle the existence, num- 
ber, size, and shape .of di/Ferent triangles. Similarly, we cannot 
deduce from the notion of substance or God the existence, num- 
ber, and properties of the different finite objects in the world, 
the so-called modes or forms, in which substance appears, the 
particr^s ..^-.ucrctc men, plants, and bodies now existing. These 
do not foiiv..* ncccs-sarily from Hie idea of substance, they are 
contingent and accidental as regards God. Spinoza explains 
them as effects of each other, as it were. Ilcrc we are confined 
to the ordincrj’ scientific explanotions, which do not go vcr>’ \ 
deep; rational explanation, sub specie aternilaiis, is out of the ‘ 
question. 

Conceived under Uic form of eternity, God is Ills infinite 
attrib^es; conceived under the form of time, or through the 
imagination', God is the world. To the senses and the imagina- 
tion, nature appears in tlio' form of isolated separate phenomena, 
hut that is a purely abstract and superficial way of viewing it; 
to the understanding, nature is one universal substance and the 
particular phenomenon but a limited form of it, a negation of 
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all the other forms in which substance expresses itself. No 
mode, then, can exist except as the mode or modification of a 
substance j the substance 13 the abiding principle* the mode is 
transitory. The particular mode,' therefore, is hot 'p'ermanent, 
it is but a temporal expression of the substance. 

Spinoza’s doctrine of modes is determined by .his rationalistic 
presuppositions. Logically, we cannot deduce the particular n 
modes from the notion of God, hence they have no true r eality, ' 
arc nor essential. And yet the essence of things, the universais 
of ‘scholasticism, are necessary ideas in God ; besides, experience 
seems to show that though particulars do not endure, the classes 
(species, genus) to which they belong do. The conclnsion is, 
therefore, drawn that modes are infinite, necessary, and eternal 
in the sense that the face of the universe remains unchanged. But 
it is hard tO'seo why particular modes should not be necessary . 
consequences of substance since they have their source in it, 
and since everything flows necessarily from it. Spinoza's trou- 
ble is caused by his attempt to explain the universe logically. 
Influenced by the method of geometry, he holds that things 
follow eternally from the first principle, which would make 
change and evolution impossible ; experience, however, convinces . 
him that there is change. In order to do justice to both logic 
and the facts, Spinoza invents the doctrine of necessary modes 
and contingent modes. 

c ^ According to Descartes, tliere are corporeal substances and 
< soul-substances, which act on one another. According to Spinoza, , 
Homan Mind substance or principle, on which • 

all processes, both physical and mental,, depend 
and of which they are .the_proces 3 es.^ Hence, there can be no 
Buch-thing aF"a" soul or ego, a spiritual substance that has 
thoughts, feelings, and volitions; the mind consists of its 
thoughts, feelings, and volitions. Such ‘states are not effects of 
bodies or of bodily processes; ideas or states of mind correspond 
to' -bodily processes, .the two seriw are parallel; they" are, how- 
ever, processes of one .and the same thing, expressed in two dif- 
ferent ways. They d o not influen c e, one another, there i 3 . .PO — 
interactionjjetween -tSem. — • * 

All things, therefore, are modes or forms of matter, and modes ■ 
or forms of mind: all bodies are animate and all souls have 
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bodies. "Where there is body, there are ideas or mental phe- 
nomena;, wherever there are mental processes, there are bodies. 
The hum an mind is, therefore, called by Spinoza ^le idea of 
the human body; the body or motion is an object or process 
in' spice ■corresponding to an idea. The human body is verj' 
complex, it is made up^f “many parts. So, too, the human 
mmd‘is“composed of many ide^^The more coinplerTr body, 
the“more~adequateTinbwledgc is possibIe'lo"thVmiHd correspond- 
ing to it. The human mind is not only the idea of the body, 
bur’ismf the same" time conscious of its own_^c_tjons, or self- 
conscious; heime,.Spinoza calls it “ the idea of the idea of the 
bodyV'^’br’oh'** idea of the mind.** The mind, however, hnows 
itself only in so far as it perceives the ideas of the modifications 
of the body. 

The order and connection of ideas is the same as the order 
and connection of things ; the order and connection of the actions 
and passions of the body is coincident witli tiie order and con- 
UGCtioQ of the actions and passions of tho mind. Every thing is 
both mind an d body , idea and idcatum. AU ideas orlHbu^hta" 
in'^tKo universe form a unified mental systemTcorrcsponding to 
the natural 'system. Every soul is a part of the infinite intellect, 
whicirircomposcd of an infinite number of souls and ideas and 
is an eternal mode of the thought of God. IT all this is true, 
and if the physical order or nexus is causal, the mental seri^ 
must also be causally determined. 

Nothing can happen iujthe bodr_thab.is,D0t.percclved.b3^ the 
Vniud, that js, that has. not a corrcsponding.mental state. In 
this sense, the human mind must perceive everj’thing that hap- 
pens in the Unman body. But it docs not know the bcKly itself, 
nor that thc_body exists, except through id^Tcorresponding to 
such' tn^ifications of the body. In the same way, it knows tl\e 
castcnce and nature of other bodies: because its body is af- 
feeled by other bodies. All such sense-perceived knowledge, 
however, is not clear and distinct, but confused; we gain no 
cdfQUoic knowledge of our own body or of external bodies 
through these ideas. As often as the mind is determined from 
without, by a cliance coincidenee^ its knowledge is 'confiised ; it 
is only when it is determined from wiUun that it contemplates 
things clearly and distinctly: then it beholds several things at 
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once, and is determined to understand in what they differ, agree, 
or oppose one another. 

We are here carried over into Spinoza’s theory of knowledge, 
which he discusses in Part II of the Ethics and in his work on 
the Emendation of the Intellect. (1) Obscure and 
inadequate ideas liave their source in the imagi-/ 
° nation ; they depend on sense-perception, and sen-* 
sations have as their object the modifications of the body. 
Uncritical experience and mere opinion do not yield genuine 
knowledge. (2) We also have adequate Imowledge, clear and , 
distinct ideas, rational knowledge. Reason contemplates things' 
as thej' really arc, knows their necessarj' connection, conceives- 
them under the form of eternity. It comprehends the universal 
essences of things in the particular qualities which these things,^ 
have in common with all things, and understands these neces- 
sary and eternal essences in their relation to God’s being: sQcl* 
knowledge is self-evident, it carries its own evidence with it; ia 
this sense truth is its own criterion; even os the light reveals 
both itself and the darkness, so truth illuminates itself and error. 
(3) Intuitive knowledge Spinoza calls the highest kind of knowl-' 
edge; it is hard to say, however, just how it differs from the^ 
preceding stage. By it eveiything is conceived as necessarily 
grounded in God’s being and following from it: “it advances 
from an adequate idea of the objective essence of certain at- 
tributes of God to the adequate essence of things." The imagJ- 
nation does not see things whole; it loses itself in details, does 
not grasp the unity of phenomena, does not understand their 
meaning. It is the source of prejudice, illusion, and error; it 
^ves rise to the belief in so-called general ideas existing >n^®* 
pendently of individuals, in final causes or purposes in nature, 
in spirits, in a God having a human form and human passions, 
in free will, and other errors. Reason and intuitive knowledge 
repudiate all such products of the imagination as inadequate; 
they alone enable us to distinguish between truth and error. 
Whoever has a true idea knows it. 

Error Spinoza conceives as mere lack of Imowledge. No idea 
is as such either true or false; what makes it true or falsc*js_ 
the assumption of the presence of an object when it is^nSt 
present There is lacking the knowledge that the idea Is a 
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jncrc idea, an illasion. ** We form inadequate ideas because 
•we are a part of some thinking being, some of -whose thoughts 
foiiu the essence of our soul in tlieir entirety, others only in 
part/’ 

' In so far as the soul knows ideas, it is intelligence or intellect, 
-in’so’far as it affirms and denies what is true and false, we call 
it will. Neither the iutclleet nor the will is a foe- 
ulty of the mind ; there are no souhfacultjes, only 
ideas exist in the mind. The soul is reduced to 
.ideas, it is an idea of the bodyj it mirrors physiological proc- 
esses. No distinction is made by Spinoza between knowing, 
feeling or emotion, and wilting. Volitions, too, arc nothing but 
.ideas of things ; the particular act of will and the particular idea 
ore identical. Hence, intelligence and rrill arc essentially the 
same ; the will is an idea affirming or negating itself. This act 
of affirmation or negation (judgment) is not, as with Descartes, 
an act of free choice, or capricious, but determined by the idea 
itself. - There is no such thing as free wiUj everything in 
nature is determined, everything follows necessarily from the 
univcreal substance. The human soul is merely a mode of the 
divine thought; besides, every particular act of will is deter- 
mined by another mode, as we have seen. Moreover, there is 
no causal relation between mind and body j the will cannot move 
the bod^’. Everything physical obej’s mechanical laws. The de- 
cision of the will, desire, and the causal determination of the 
body are one and the same thing; considered under the attribute 
of thought we call it decision, under the attribafe of extension 
we call it determinationT '"Man thinks he is free because he is 
ignorant of causes; the falling stone would regard itsdf as free 
if it were conscious. Because he thinks hjEself he forms 
the ideas of praise and blame, sin and gsilL Spinna identifira 
human freedom with caprice or indstenahdss; in the of 
God, however, freedom means action in xiccrdrree with his 
nature. 


Will and intelligence, then, are CorrespondiEC t? 

the stages of the intellect: sensatirn cr fcntnfnxticTi and 
we have different stages of she sCr pasiW and will 
. The passions are eonfes-’d zz* fdiss otrresrcc^'^ 

tophysioIogicMststes,-->lhfpxsr?»iEic5thehn=:a2e:^ ^ 
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our ignorance and confusion nre due the passions of love, hate, 
hope, and fear. In so far as the mind has clear and distinct 
(adequate) ideas, in so far as it knows and understands, it is 
not passive hut active; it is rational will. In this sense, man 
is evidently free; here he is not under mechanical compulsion 
but under the sway of telcolog}’, governed by purpose. How this 
is possible in Spinoza’s system is another question. He says: 
“ If we mean by a man acting under compulsion one who acts 
contrary to his will, then I admit that we are in no wise com- 
pelled in certain things and in so far have free will.” Spinoza’s 
main contention is against absolute freedom of choice or a 
groundless will. When the soul comprehends the meaniag of 
things, or has adequate ideas, it has no passions and ceases to 
be in bondage. The more confused a man’s knowledge, the more 
he is passion’s slave, the more limited, the more impotent and 
dependent he is. The clearer his knowledge, the more rational 
ho is, — the better he understands the universe in all its relations, 
—the freer he will he from passions andHhe less dependent on 
them. To know moans to be free from hate and fear, anger and ' 
envy, yea even from love and hope, pity and repentance. Htr 
who knows the true causes of things or sees them in their nec- 
essary relations to God, will love God: this intellectual love of- 
God (amor Dei) is the love of God for himself, for man is a 
mode of God. ^ And in so far as God loves himself, he also loves 
men, for they are a part of him. 

The passions are not errors of human nature, hut properties 
necessarily belonging to it, hence they must be studied as if 
they were ” lines, surfaces, and bodies.” There are three fun- 
damental passions'; desire, joy, sorrow. The basis of all pas- 
sion is the desire for self-preservation. Every thing strives to 
maintain itself in its being; in^an, too, there is such strivmg 
{appetiixis) to preserve the bo^y and mental life. What hu- 
man nature strives for, the human mind is conscious of; this^ 
conscious strivmg is voluntas, will, when related to soul alone; 
or cupiditas, conscious appetite, when related to soul and body- 
What promotes our desires is good, the opposite bad. Evc^ 
man, therefore, aims to increase his being; when it is intensi- 
fied, he feels joy, otherwise sorrow. Joy is the transition from 
less to greater perfection; sorrow, the transition from greater 
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to less. Joy is not perfection itself; if a man were bom perfect, 
he would not have the feeling of joy. Man seelvs to preserve 
the joyful feelings and to rid himself of sorrow. We love the 
causes of what pleases ns, hate those injuring us. The cause 
of a pleasure or pain conceived as future is hope or fear. The 
individual believes he is the cause of his own acts, hence he feels 
self-satisfaction when they arc pleasant and remorse when they 
arc painful. The more pleasurable feelings are, tlie more active 
they are: the more active we are and the more we feel our 
power. Hence, such emotions as envy and pity are bad for us, 
they lower our sense of power and onr vitality. Like Descartes, 
Spinoza is one of the forerunners of modem physiological 
psychology. 

The impelling motive of Spinoza’s thought was ethical and 
religious; ” the mind’s highest good is the knowledge of God, 
and the mind’s highest rirtue is to know God.” 

The end can be attained .only through philosophy ; ^ 

( ethics must bo based on metaphysics. The 
culminates in ethics: the title of our philosopher’s chief work 
is Ethics. With Hobbes, he starts out from egoistic premises, 
but modifies them in such a way as to weaken their effect. Every 
being strives to preserve its own being, and this striving is virtue. 
Virtue is, therefore, power; everything that tends to diminish 
the power of the body or mind is bad: pity and sorrow are bad, 
joy is good. Nature demands nothing contrary’ to nature, hence 
it demands that every one love himself, bis utility, and strive 
for ever^ihing that leads to greater perfection. The power of 
nature is the power of God himself; each individual, therefore, 
has the highest right to all be regards as useful to himself and 
to appropriate it in every way, whether by force, strategj’, or 
entreaties. With perfect right the larger fishes take possession 
of the water and devoiir the little ones. So far, the doctrine 
4 is bald egoism: might makes right. Spinoza, however, docs not 
stop here. Virtuous action is rational action: it is only when 
the soul has adequate ideas, or knows, that it may be said to 
be really acting. Passion is not power, but weakness, slavery’. 
Every man should seek wiiat is /rnly useful to him, and reason 
tells him tliat nothing is useful to the soul except what is a 
means to knowledge. In life it is before all things useful to 
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perfect the understanding or reason; in this alone man’s high- 

I cst happiness or blessedness consists ; indeed, blessedness is noth- 
ing else than contentment of spirit, which arises from the in- 
tuitive knowledge of Qod. To perfect the undertandmg is 
nothing other than to understand God, God’s attributes, and the 
actions which follow from the necessity of his nature. 

' V lloreover, there is nothing more useful to a man, in his desire 

• to 'p'erfect liis being, than unity of purpose among men, nothing 
more excellent than that all should so, in all points, agree that 
the minds and bodies of all should form, as it were, one single 
mind and one single body. Nothing helps a man to preserve 
his real being more than another rational man who seeks his 
own true utility; hence, men will be most useful to one another 
if each will seek bis own true good or act imder the guidance of 
reason. Consequently, men who are governed by reason desire 
nothmg for themselves which they do not also desire for the 
rest of mankind, and hence are just, faithful, and honorable 
in their conduct. ‘Whatever is good for other men is also good 
for me. Hence, love of enemy is good ; hatred, anger, revenge,^ 
envy, and contempt are- evil. Humility, self-denial, remorse, 
and hope are not good, though they may prepare weak-minded^ 
persons for a more rational life. 

In . the state of nature every man has the right to do what 
he can do ; might makes right. But conflict would arise in such 

• a situation, for men overshoot their powers, hence it is necessary 
that men relinquish their natural rights in order that all may 
live in peace (social contract). This is done in the State, which 
limits natural rights and the caprice of the individual in the 
interests of general welfare. It is only in organized society that 

X justice and injustice, merit and guilt have meaning ; that is to 
say, morality is justified on the ground that it makes social life 
possible. 

/Spinoza’s ethics is individualistic in the sense that its funda- 
mental motive is the derire for individual perfection or happi* 
ness. A man should seek his own interest, his highest interest, 
is knowledge of the imiverse or God, which brings peace of mind;., 
. with t his end in view it is to his interest to regard the weWare^ 
of others. ^It is universalistie when it teaches that the highest '• 
good of the mind is the knowledge of God and the highest virtoc_^ 
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of the mind to know God. , The rapreme ^ood is.the loye of God 
which comes from an adequate knowledge of him., • - 

Our highest good consists in the intellectual love of God, 
which is eternal, like reason itself. The human mind cannot be 
absolutely destroyed with the body, but something of it remains 
which is eternal, as something remains of the body, which is 
eternal. We feel and know by experience that we are eterh^, 
and this existence of the mind cannot he limited by time normanx*. ’ 
fested through duration. 

The term God is variously employed in the Spinozistic ^’stera: 
He is identified with the universe, orjic js identified with his 
attributes, or he is the absolute unified substence 
with its infinite^ attributes, or^e k the unified 
substance itself, higher tlmn these nttrlhutes. His 
real meaning most likely is that God is Jhe universe con- 
ceived as an eternal and necessary unity, ai^ organic whole, a 
unity, in diversitj*./ 

Spinoza expressly denies personality and consciousness to God : 
he has neither iutelUgcnce, fwUng,,nqr wiHj he does not act 
according to purpcfic, Imt everything follows necessarily^^from 
his nature, according to lawj Ms action is causal,, not pnrposiye. 
God's thinking is constituted by the suni'total of the ideas in 
tl^wotld. I He has the power or attribute of tliought which 
expresses itself in the absolutely infinite intellect or in the 
eternal and neccssarj' modes of ^Moking, and in turn, 

express themselve's in.passiogliaman minds. Spinoza sometimes, 
however, speaks of God hisvmg a knowledgc of his own_ essence 
and of all that follows from it, 

\ 

DEVELOPMENT OP EJIPIBICISM 


48. John Locke 

Hobbes, as we have seen, was a rationalist in his ideal of 
knowledge. With Descartes he held that mere experience will 
not give us certainty. At the same time, he agreed 
with his compatriot Bacon that sensation is the 
source of what we know. Here were two lines of thought which 
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did Jiot sccra to Ot together in the astern; the sensationalistic 
origin of knowledge appeared to undermine the validity of 
k-nowlcdgc, to destroy its certainty. Hobbes himself felt the 
difficulty and was led by it to occasional skeptical conclnsions 
concerning physics. To John Locke this problem becomes the 
all-important one; in him philosophy turns to the theory of 
knowledge and undertakes an examination of the nature, origin, 
and validity of knowledge,— an ** essay concerning human under- 
standing.” 


John Locke (1632-1704) studied philosophy, natnral science, snd 
medicine at Osford. lie was repelled by the scholastic methods of 
instruction which still prevailed at the university, but found great 
satisfaction in the pitinga of Descartes. For many years (1666-16S3) 
ho was in the service of the Earl of Shaftesbury, as secretary and as 
tutor to his son and grandson, and followed his patron to Holland 
into wile. Returning to England (1689) after the dcposal of James H 
and the ascension of William of Orange to the throne, he held several 
spent the remaining years of bis Ufa 
(1/00-1<04) in the household of Sir IVoneis Uasbam, whose wife waa 
the daughter of the philosopher Cudworth. 

works are: An Essay concerniny Human Vnisrstaniing, 
lp90; Tico Treatises on Government, 1690; Letters concerning Tolera- _ 
tton, 1089, ff.} Some Thoughts concerning Education, 1693; The Season^ 
ahleness of Christianity, 1095. Tlie two treatises On the Conduct of „ 
the Understanding and Elements of Natural Philosophy appeared 
posthumously. 

*Tj Works, 1853; philosophical works, edited by St. John, in 

wohn 8 Library. Essay ed. by Fraser, 2 vols.; Selections from Essay by 
Russell. ' 

Fox Bourne, Life of Locke, 2 vols.; monographs by Fraser, Fowler, 
b. Alexander, Fechtner, Marion. Green, Introduction to Uume; Moore, 
Peality in Locke’s Essay; Curtis, Lode’s 
Ethical Philosophy; Thilly, Locke’s Belation to Descartes, Phil. Rev, 
lA, o; Lonsin, La philosophie de Locke; Ollin, La philosophie genirale 
e hocke; Bastide, Locke: ses theories politiques, etc.; de Fries, Sub- 

■ ‘lanilehre Lccleij Keyseihag, TTiH.MUrorie btl Ucke mi Umi; 

trous, ii.iisioropJiVojopiiicJe Lrhrea Lockes; von Hsrlling, Lode «ei 
lei.t-'r monographs on the relation of Locke sol 

tort. f «'>'! ThUly. Bee also the general 


Philosophy, according to Locke, is the true knowledge of 
things, meluding the nature of thiugs {physics), that whiel 
man ought to do as a rational Toluutary agent {praetka, or 
ethics), and the ways and means of attaining and communi- 5 
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eating sncli knowledge (scmteltcs, or logic, or critic). As the 
most important of the three, Locke ♦t’gards the problem of 
knowledge, liolding that before we set ourselves npon inquiries, 
it is neccssnrj* to examine our own abilities and sec 
what our understandings arc, or are not, fitted to 
deal with. Tills he undertakes to do in his main ^ 

work, ICssatj concerning Human Understanding. But, he de- 
clares, to tell wlial Is certain knowledge, whnt not, what tlie 
limits of our knowing are, we must first study the origin of 
our ideas. Much depends on discovering the source from ^Yhich 
our knowledge springs, for if it is true, ns Descartes and many 
others held, that we jiavc an innate know letlge of principles, 
there would seem to l)c~n^ reason for qiicsfioHing its~vHlidity. 
The problem of innate ideas is, therefore, taken up by the Eng- 
lish tliinkcr in the first book of his Essag, which, Iiowevcr, was 
written last. 

w\ssumtng that the mind mast be conscious of its innate prin* 
ciples, if there be any,— since nothing can be said to he in the 
mind of which it is unconscious,— liockc proceeds to refute the 
doctrine of inborn j^Uh. There arc no speculative or practical 
principles present to the minds of men, and even if there were, 
they might have been acquired in the s.ime way a.s other tmlhs. 
If a principle can be imprinted on the soul without being known, ^ 
it is impossible to distinguish between what is native and what 
not. It cannot be said that we first become aware of such 
truths when we begin to exercise our reason, for children, the 
uneducated, and savages are a long while in possession of their 
reason without knowing them. Nor Is immediate cwnt to a 
proposition proof of its primitiveness. The moral laws, too, 
cannot be called innate, for they are not Rrif-evident or uni- , 
versnlly recognized, and do not impel men to action. What 
to many p^'oplcs is sin, is duty to others. To say that mich ideas 
have been gradually obscured through prejudice, education, and 
custom, is to deny their universal Bcecptancc. If we hold that 
Xhty cannot be obliterated, they ought to appear in all rooD, and 
most clearly iu children and the nnculturcsl. That the idea of 
flotl. on which Dt,-<c.srtcs lays iracb cmpliasis. cannot b** innate 
is proved by the fad that entire tribes either want the idea 
and knowledge of Deity or tave no clear impression of him. 



310 


MODERN PHILOSOPHY 


But even if all mankind cveiywhcre had a notion of God, it 
would not follow that the idea of him was innate. The ideas 
of fire, the sun, heat, or number are not proved to be innate 
because they are so universally received and known a;nongst 
mankind. A rational creature reflecting on the visible marks 
of divine wisdom and power in the wprks of creation, cannot miss 
the discovery of a Deity. 

In short, ideas and principles are just as little innate as the 
arts and sciences. The mind, in its first being, is a blank taWet, 
a tabula rasa, a “ dark chamber,” an “ empty cabinet,” “ white 
paper,” void of all characters, without any ideas. The question 
now is, how^ebmes it to be furnished? Whence has it all the 
materials of reason and knowledge? To this Locke answers in 
one word, — from experience j in that all our knowledge is 
founded} and from that it ultimately derives itself. The two 
sources of all our ideas are s ensati on, through which the mind 
is furnished with sensible qualities, and Ve/laclmn, or internal 
sense, which supplies the mind with ideas ofTtTown operaHons, 
such as perception, thinking, "doubting, believing, "^reasoning, 
knowing, willing. The first capacity of the human intellect is, 
that the mind is fitted to receive the impressions made on it, 
cither through the senses by outward objects or by its own 
operations when it reflects on them. By idea Locke means what- 
soever the mind perceives in Itself, or is the imm ediate object 
of perception, thought, or understanding. • • 

The ideas, thus received, are simple ideas, which the mind 
has the power to repeat, compare, and unite, even to an almost 
infinite variety, and so can make at pleasure new complex ideas. 
But no understanding has the power to invent or frame one new 
. simple idea or destroy those that are in tlie mind. Some of these 
simple ideas come into our minds by one sense only, e.g., ideas 
of color, sonnd, taste, heat, cold, solidity; some convey them* 
selves into the mind by more senses than one, e.g., space or ex- 
tension, figure, rest, and motion (through sight and touch). 
Some are had by reflection only, tlmt is, the mind observes its 
own actions about those ideas it has, and gets other ideas in this 
way, e.g., it notices its operations of perception, retention (con- 
templation and memory), discerning, comparing, compounding, 
naming, and abstracting. Some ideas, finally, we receive through 
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both sensation and reflection, as pleasure and pain, or uneasiness, 
power, ^dstence, unity, succession, or duration," ' • 

Most'of the’ idea5*of sensation, arc not the likeness of some- 
thing existing without us,* not usact images and resemblances 
of something inherent in the object. The objects have the power 
to .produce certain ideas in us; we may call such powers quali- 
ties. Now, some of these qualities belong to the objects them- 
selves, are utterly inseparable from them; they are called by 
Locke original or pn'nvarj/ gttoZttics; such are : solidity, e xten sion, 
figure, motion or rest, and number. Qualities which are nothing 
in the objects themselves, but powers to produce various sensa- 
tions in us by their primary qualities, as colors, sounds, tastes, 
etc., are called secon4(iru^qu^ities. 

All our simple ideas aretreeeived through the inlets before 
mentioned; out of them aU onr knowledge is made, just as the 
•words are made out of the twenty-six letters of the alphabet. 
External and internal sensation alone are the windows by which 
light is lot into the dark room of the understanding. But the 
mind can, by its own power, put together these ideas it has 
and make new complex ideas, which it never received so umted; 
it can set two ideas by one another so as to take a view of them 
at once, by which way it gets all its ideas of relations; and it 
can separate them from all other ideas %vhich accompany them 
in their real existence, which is called^abjtraction. The mind is 
, passive in the reception of all its simple ideas, but exerts power 
over them in the nets just described. The endless number of 
complex ideas'inay bT all^em^braced under three heads; modes, 
substances, and relations. 

Our ideas of modes are complex ideas which do not contain 
in themselves the supposition of subsisting by themselves, but 
are considered as dependencies on, or affections of, substances, 
c.g., triangle, gratitude, murder. Simpl^xodes are only varia- 
tions or different combinations of the same simple idea, with- 
out the mixture of any other, as a dozen or a score (addition of 
units). Mixed modes arc compounded of simple ideas of sev- 
€ra^ kinds, put together to make one complex one, e.g., beanty, 
which consists of a certain composition of color and figure, caus- 
ing delight or pleasure in the beholder. By taking the simple 
idea of space and combining it, we get the simple modes of 
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immensity, figure, place, infinite Mpansion; hours, days, yeare, 
time and eternity, succession are simple modes of duration! 
There are also simple modes of thinking or of the operations 
of the mind. 

Our ideas of suJislanccs, too, are complex ideas made up of 
simple ideas, put together by the mind. The complex idea of 
a substance consists of a combination of ideas of qualities, sup- 
posed to represent a distinct particular thing, and the confused 
idea of a support or bearer of these qualities. Thus, the idea 
of the substance had consists of this supposed or confused idea 
of a hearer, to which arc joined ideas of a certain dull whitish 
color, certain degrees of weight, hardness, ductility, and fusi- 
bility. "We notice that a certain number of simple ideas got 
from sensation and reflection constantly go together; we sup- 
pose they' belong to one thing and call them, so united, by one 
name. Wo cannot imagine how these qualities (ideas) can exist 
by themselves, so wo accustom ourselves to suppose some sub- 
stratum wherein they do subsist and from which they result; 
which, therefore, we call substance. We have ideas of material 
substances, spiritual substances, and of God. 

The mind also gets certain ideas of relation from comparing 
one thing with another, it brings or sets one thing by another, 
as it were, carries its view from one to the other, or relates llicm. 
All things arc capable of relation, and all ideas of relation are 
made up of simple ideas. The idea of cause and effect is the 
most comprehensive relation wherein all things that do or can 
exist are concerned ; it is derived from sensation and reflection. 
Our senses^ tell us that things change, that qualities and sub- 
stances begin to exist, tliat tliey owe their existence to the opera- 
tion of some other being. We call that which produces any sim- 
ple or complex idea cause; that which is produced, effect: thus, 
heat IS the cause of the fluidity of wax. Cause is that which 
makes any other thing, — either simple idea, substance, or mode, 
—begin to be ; effect is that wbicli had its beginning from some 
o her thing. Different kinds of causation are creation, genera- 
tion making alteration. But to have the idea of cause and 
effect, it sutBees to consider any simple idea or substance as 
beginning to exist by the operation of some other, without know- 
mg the manner of that operation.-There -are countless other 
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relations, relations of time, place, and extension, relations' of 
identity and diversity, moral relations, and so on. 

The materials of our knowledge, then, are furnished to the 
mind by sensation and reflection; the mind acts on them and 
makes complex ideas. The qnestion arises, "What 
cognitive value have sucli ideas, what conditions 
must they fulfil in order to be knowledge? Ideas 
should be dear and disiincit because confused and 
obscure ideas make the use of words uncertain. Real ideas are 
such as have a foundation in nature, such as have a conformitj’ 
irith the real being and existence of things, or with their arche- 
types. Our simple ideas are all real, not because they are all 
images or representations of what exists, — only the primary 
qualities of bodies are that, — hut because they are all the effects 
of powers without us. Mixed modes and relations have no other 
reality hut what they have in the minds of men, they are not 
intended for copies of things really existing; they are real when 
they^are so framed that there is a possibility of existing con- 
formable to them. They arc themselves archet^'pes, and so can- 
not be cliimericar unless inconsistent ideas are jumbled together 
in them. But our complex ideas of substances are intended by 
us to be representations of substances without us, os they really 
arc ; they are; therefore, real’only in so far as they are such com- 
binations of simple ideas as are really united, and ^-exist, in 
things without us. Ideas ore adeguafe which perfectly repre- 
sent the archetypes which the mind supposes them taken from, 
while inadequate ideas arc but a partial or incomplete repre- 
sentation of these archetypes. Simple ideas and modes are 
all adequate; but ideas of substances are all inadequate, be- 
cause they desire to copy things as they really exist. 'Whenever 
the mind refers any of its ideas to anj'thmg extraneous to them, 
they are then capable of being called true or falser the mind 
here makes a tacit supposition of their conformity to that thing, 
which may be true or false. 

Since all our knowledge is about ideas, knowledge is nothing 
hut the perception of tlie connection and agreement or disagree- 
ment and repugnancy of any of our ideas. We perceive that 
whiM-is not black, that the idea of white and the idea of black 
do not agree. There are different degrees of evidence in knowl- 
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edge. Sometimes the mind perceives the agreement or disagree- 
ment of two ideas immediately by themselves, without the inter- 
vention of any other ideas. This is inhdiivc ImoWledge. The 
mmd perceives at onee that white is not black, that a circle is 
not a triangle, that three are more than two. This is the clearest 
and most certain knowledge that human frailty is capable of; 

proved and cannot be proved, it is irresistible, 
se -evi ent, and on it depends all the certainty and evidence of 
all our knowledge. Sometimes the mind does not perceive the 
agreement or disagreement between two ideas at once; it does 
not discover their agreement or disagreement until it has com- 
pare them with one or more other ideas; this is mediate knoivl- 
edgOj^or reasoning, or demonstrative knowledge. This knowl- 
edge hy intervening ideas or proofs is certain, yet its evidence is 
not so clear and bright, nor the assent so ready as in intuitive 
• Every step, however, in this knowledge must have 

m uitive certainty , in order that the conclusion may be certain. 

ue demonstration we have in mathematics and wherever the 
mmd can perceive the agreement or disagreement of ideas by the 
help of intermediate ideas. In intuitive and demonstrative - 
toowledge we have certainty; whatever comes short of one of 
these 18 but faith or opinion, but not knowledge, at least in all - 
general truths. 


But what shall we say of our knowledge of the external world! 
We have ideas of external objects, in the mind; that we have 
tnem IS as certain as anything can be. But is there anything 
more thim that idea; can we certainly infer the existence of any- 
tning without us, which corresponds to this idea ; is there a real 
world outside! Sometimes we have ideas to which nothing 
• ' Ihe time, as in dreams. We are provided 

- e^dence here which puts us past doubting; that is, our 

a 8 e o the particular existence of finite beings without 
™<1 yet does not reach perfcclly 
taowledge. Locke calls it 

encp pToen't Pf ^ self-evident knowledge of real ciist- 

bv intir.’p Ood; our own existence we know 

Top n ? “* I! 'toarly known to ns. 

3fth0M r r r *’'■ <>f «'» owistence of things , 

without us, though not so certain as intuitive knowledge or the 
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dcdactions of our reason, yet is an assurance that deserves the 
name of knowledge. But, besides tiiis assurance from our senses 
themselves, wc arc confirmed lay other concurrent reasons: wc 
cannot have them but by the inlet of the senses; they differ from 
memory-images; they are often accompanied by pain; tlicy 
corroborate each other’s testimony. 

■VThat now is the extent of our knowledge*, how far does it 
reach T Since it is a perception of agreement or disagreement 
of any of our ideas, it follows that our knowledge . 
cannot reach further tlinn our ideas. Where ideas 
are wanting, there can he no knowledge; we are 
limited to the dull and narrow information received from some 
few and not very acute wa3*s of perception. But our knowledge 
is even narrower than our ideas; not only can we not go bej'ond 
what we experience, but we neither have nor shall have the 
knowledge of onr ideas wc desire to have. We do not experience 
everything we arc capable of experiencing nor do wc understand 
everything ^yc actually perceive. Our ignorance is due, in the 
first place, to a want of ideas. More perfect beings may have 
more simple ideas than wo have and more acute senses. Some 
things arc too remote for our observation (planets), others too 
minute (atoms). Then, again, wc cannot discover any necessary 
connection between many of our ideas: we do not sec what 
conncctioji there is between the figure, size, or motion of the 
invisible piifts of a body and the color, taste, or sound the body 
has; we 'do not understand the relation between the yellow 
color, the weight, the malleaWcncss, the fixedness and the fusi- 
bility of gold, 80 that knowing one or two or more of these 
qualities, we can know that the others must be there. Given 
the definition of a triangle, it will follow necessarily that the 
sum of its angles is equal to (wo right angles: that Is a self- 
evident proposition, which is tme of cvcrj'thing called a triangle 
whetlicr there is such a thing or not. But from my idea of 
gold ns n yellow metal having a certain weight, I cannot deduce 
with certainty the fact that it is malleable. Observatioo tells 
me tlint it is malleable, but that all gold is malleable is not a 
self-evident truth. tVliat I want is universal and solf-cridcnt 
truths; of these knowledge is made up, but I cannot have them 
concerning all my experience. 
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Another thing to be remembered is that to be real knowledge, 
my ideas must, in some way, agree with the reality of things. 
Here, again, my knowledge is limited. All simple ideas repre- 
sent things outside, because they must necessarily be the product^ 
of things operating on the mind. There are bodies outside which 
arouse in us the sensation white ; though we may not know what 
it is that produces this sensation, and how it is done, yet there 
is something there that does it. Our complex ideas, too, for the 
most part, give us knowledge, but for another reason. They are 
not intended to be copies of anything, nor referred to the exist*' , 
ence of anything as originals ; they are patterns or archetypes of 
the mind’s own making. The mind of its own free choice coffl- 
bines ideas without considering any connection they may have 
in nature. If we remember this, we shall see that they give us-* 
certain knowledge. Such knowledge we have in mathematics. 
The mathematician forms an idea of a triangle or a circle; these 
are ideas in his mind, made by himself. The propositions which 
he deduces logically from these definitions are true and certain* . 
If there is such a thing as a triangle, they are bound to be true ^ 
of it wherever it exists. 

The case of our complex ideas of substances, however, is dif* 
ferent. Our ideas of substances are suppQsed_tp_be copies of, 
and referred to, archetypes^thout us. If the qualities we put 
together in our ideas of substance coexist in nature, if, for 
ample, there is something in nature having the qualities yellow, 
malleable, fusible, fixed, etc., then the idea of substance is the 
object of real knowledge. And we may say, whatever simpk 
ideas have been found to coexist in any substance 
with confidence be joined together again. But, it isto__be 
noted, we can make no universal propositions concerning sub- 
stances, because we do not see any necessary connec tion betwee n 
the ideas put together. ExperiencT^tells' us thaF'cerfaia 
qualities 'coexist- in'"an~TjnlcQown. bearer or substratum, hut 
we cannot discover the dependence of these qualities on one 
another, and we cannot infer from the qualities wc observe 
going together what other qualities must go with them. There 
is not a single general affirmation of gold that we can know to 
be certainly true, true in the sense of being absolutely self* , 
evident. If we could discover a necessary connection between 
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malleablencss and the weight of gold, we might make a certain 
universal proposition in this respect, and say: All gold is 
malleable; the truth of the proposition would be as certain as 
the truth : The sum of the angles of a triangle is equal to two 
right angles. There is another diffi culty In th ej&aso-of-substanees 
which complieates~IErTiTobl5Kn The su^anees in nature are 
not independenf^ isolated things; their qualities depend, ^r the 
mast pa rt. _Qn man y invisible con ditlonsanjii^ur^ Whence the 
streams come thaf keep all these curious machines in motion 
and repair, how conveyed and modified, is beyond our notice and 
appreciation. To understand them aright, therefore, we should 
understand the universe as a whole. But we cannot even dis- 
cover the size, figure, and texture of their minute and active 
parts, much less the difTercnt motions and impulses made in and 
upon them by bodies from without. Hence, we do not know 
what changes the primaiy qualities of one body regularly pro- 
duce in the primary* qualities of another, and how; nor do we 
know what primar}* qualities of any body produce sensations 
or ideas in us. We do not perceive the ncecssaiy cotmcctlon 
between these primao* qualities and their effects. Hence, we get 
veo' little universal certainty here, and must content ourselves 
with prohahilily. For this reason wc can have no perfect natu- 
ral' science. Of spirits wc are even more ignorant. “ .iVs to a 
perfect science of natural bodies (not to mention spiritual be- 
ings), wc are so far from being capable of any such thing that 
it is lost labor to seek after it.” 

Gcuornl certainty is, therefore, never to be found except in 
the agreement and disagreement of our ideas. It is the con- 
templation of our own abstract ideas that alone is able to afford 
us general knowledge. We have no self-evident propiKitions as 

ttsi\ (except, In the ease eS God and , and 

can build no science on them. 

Most of the propositions we think, reason, discourse, and act 
upon arc such that wc cannot have undoubted knowledge of their 
truth. Yet some of them border so near upon certainty that 
wc make. no doubt at nil about them, but asent to them firmly. 
There arc different degrees and grounds of probability: con- 
formity with our own experience and the testimony of others' 
experience. The bare testimony of revelation, however, Locke 
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regards as the highest certainty; our assent to it i^itb. Faith 
is a settled and sure principle of assent and assurance, and 
leaves no manner of room for doubt or hesitation. Only,— 
Tve must be sure that it is a. divine revelation. And, therefore, 
our assent can be rationally no higher than the evidence of i/s 
being a revelation. No proposition can be received for divine 
revelation if it be contradictoiy to our clear intuitive knowl* 
edge ; faith can never convince us of anything that contradicts 
our knowledge. There can be no evidence that any traditional 
revelation is of divine origin, in the words we receive it and in 
the sense we understand it, so clear and certain as that of the 
principles of reason. But things which are beyond the discovery 
of our natural faculties, and above reason, are, when revealed, 
the proper matter of faith. Thus, that the dead shall rise and 
live again, is purely a matter of faith with which reason has 
directly nothing to do. 

We have heard Locke's answers to the questions concerning 
the origin, validity, and limitations of knowledge; let us now 
MetoDhvsics general world-view on which hh 

thought is based. He did not work out a complete •' 
theory of reality in any separate book, but his thought rests upon ^ 
philosophical presuppositions which may be discovered in hh* 
Essay. In spite of the restrictions which he places upon knowl- 
edge and his frequent skeptical misgivings, he adopts, with va- 
riations, the metaphysics of common-sense which Descartes had 
organized into a system. 

The world is composed of substances: supports or bearers in 
which powers, qualities, and actions inhere and from which they 
flow ; the grounds and causes of qualities and acts. Substances 
are of two kinds, bodies and souls. The body is a substance whose 
attributes are extension, solidity or impenetrability, and 
bility or the power of being moved. These are its primary 
qualities, which we receive through our senses. Hence, there 
can be space without body, or pure ^ace, a vacuum ; we can con- 
ceive space without solidify, and motion proves the vacuum- 
sides material substances, there e^ist'spiritual substances, or 
souls. The soul is a real being: have a clear and distinct 

idea of it. Its qualities are the power of perception or think- ^ 
ing and will or the power of putting the body in motion. These - 
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qualities xvq know through reflection. Thinking, however, is 
not the essence, but the action oflEelsoul. The soul is an imma- 
terial substance. I have as clear and distinct an idea of spir- 
itual substance as I have of a corporeal substance ; I frame the 
idea of a bodily substance by putting together certain corporeal 
qualities and supposing a support for them ; I form an idea of 
soul-substanee by reflecting upon the operations of my own mind, 
as thinking, understanding, willing, knowing, and the power of 
beginning motion, and joining these to a support or bearer. It 
is as rational to affirm tlmt there is no body because we have 
no clear and distinct idea of the substance (bearer) of matter, 
as to say there is no spirit because we have no clear and distinct 
idea of tlie substance of a spirit. “ Having as clear and dis- 
tinct ideas in us of thinking as of solidity, I know not why 
we may not as well allow a thinking thing without solidity, 
I.C., immaterial, to exist, as a solid thbg without thinking, i.e., 
matter, to exist, especially since it Is no harder to conceive how 
thinking should exist without matter than how matter should 
think.” Indeed, I know more certainly that there is a spiritual 
being within me that sees and hears than that there is some 
corporeal being without me. Besides, incogitative matter and 
motion could never produce thought, end it is impossible 
to conceive that matter, cither %vjth or without motion, 
could have, originally in and from itself, sense, perception, and 
knowledge. 

Pure spirit -(God) is only active, matter is only passive, but 
man’s soul is both active and passive. It has the power to move 
the body, as experience shows, and the bodies outside produce 
changes in the soul; indeed, all our ideas are due to the action 
of the body on the mind. This is the tlieory of interaction. It 
is true, we do not know kotc this is done, but neither do we 
know how a body mov{?s a bodj*. Indeed, wc have a much 
clearer idea of the active power of moving, in spirit, than in 
body. It is not easier to conceive an extended being than a 
thinking being. 

^*Iind and body exist as real beings, and they interact. Bodies 
act on mind and produce scnsatiims of color, sound, touch, solid- 
ity, extension, etc. Of these, the swsondary qualities do not 
represent faithfully the reality outside ; objects are not colored, 
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sounding, fragrant, savory; these are the effects produced on 
the mind by extended solid objects; the ideas of extension, 
solidity, and motion are copies of real existing things. Bodies 
are solid extended things that move. But, so far as "we conceive, 
body is able only to strike and affect body ; and motion, accord- 
ing to the utmost reach of our ideas, is able to produce nothing 
but motion. Hence, when we say it produces pleasure or pain 
or the idea of color or sound, we are fain to quit our reason, 
go beyond our ideas, and attribute it wholly to the good pleasure 
of our Maker. 

Locke here strikes a difficulty. The theory of mechanism 
comes in conflict with the apparent facts of experience. If mo- 
tion can produce nothing but motion, bow can it produce states 
of consciousness in usf God, he tells us, has annexed these 
effects to motion which we cannot conceive motion to produce. 
This is a relapse into occasionalism. It is equally difficult to 
conceive how mind can start a motion, how the will can cause 
an act to take place. 

But^ these difficulties he brushes aside in other passages by 
declaring that it is just as hard to understand how motion ' 
produces motion as how motion produces sensation and sense* ^ 
tion motion. Experience tells us, however, every moment that 
the thing is done. He has occasional misgivings on these points, ■ 
as he has on the question of the immateriality of the soul. His 
general thought is that mental processes cannot be the action 
of bare insensible matter, that tliere could be no sensation with- 
out an immaterial thinking being. There is within me some 
spiritual being that sees and hears. At the same time, he is 
sometimes in doubt about the nature of this being in us that 
thinks.^ Perhaps it is material and perhaps a material being 
can think. We do not Imow the real nature of any substance, 
so how do we know that we have only solid beings that do not 
think, and thinking begins that are not e.xtendedf Possibly, we . 
^all never know whether any mere material being thinks orno- 

c 0 not know in what thinking consists nor to what sort of 
substances the Almighty has been pleased to give that power 
winch cannot be in any created being but merely by the good 
plcasuw and bounty of the Creator. God has annexed effects 
to motion, we cannot conceivc'it; why could he not have given 


JOHN LOCKE 


S2I 


to certain systems of created matter, put together as he thinks 
best, some degrees of sense, perception, and thought ? 

These are some of tho dilBcnlties and inconsistencies in 
Locke’s system. But his theory remains, in the main, dualistie: 
there are two substances, material and mental, “ incogitative 
and cogitative.” In. this he agrees with Descartes, except that 
he makes solidity or impenetrability the attribute of body. He 
also agrees with Descartes in accepting the corpuscularian ” 
hypothesis as the best explanation of the facts. There are ex- 
tremely small bodies, or atoms, having bulk, figure, and power of 
motion. These insensible corpuscles are the active parts of mat- 
ter and the great instruments of nature on which depend not 
only all their secondarj' qualities, but also most of their natural 
operations. But we have no distinct precise ideas of their pri- 
marj' qualities. No one has ever pretended to perceive their 
distinct hulk, figure, or motion, and no one understands the tie 
that binds them together. If we could discover the figure, size, 
texture, and motion of the minute constituent parts of any two 
bodies, we should know without trial several of their operations, 
one upon another, as we do now know the properties of a square 
or triangle. We do not know these things} we do not know 
what bonds hold these corpuscles together, what cement makes 
them stick together so firmly ; we do not know bow one moves the 
other, how motion is transferred to another. So that, after all, 
this corpuscularian hypothesis vcij' little advances our knowl- 
edge of corporeal substances. So long as we do not see the 
necessaiy coiinection between the qualities and powers of bodies, 
our knowledge is scant. Consequently, there is no science of 
bodies in the real sense of the term. At any rate, the atomic 
tbcoiy is impossible as a world-view or universal theory. 

Besides the two substances, body aod mind, there is another 
spiritual substance, God. Wc have no innate idea of God, hut 
we may, by the right use of our natural abilities, attain a 
knowledge of God. It is as certain that there is a God as that 
the opposite angles made by the intersection of two straight lines 
arc equal. We frame the idea of God, taking tlic ideas which wc 
derive from experience of existence and duration, knowledge 
and power, pleasure and happiness, etc., and enlarge every* one 
of these with the idea of infinity} and so putting tliem together. 
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make our complex idea of God. We do not, however, know bis 
real essence. 

Locke offers the usual causal and teleological proofs of God’s 
existence, hlan knows with certainty that he himself exists. 
He also knows that bare nothing cannot produce real being. 
Hence if there is real being, — and man knows that he is real 
being, — there must have been something to produce it. More- 
over, that which owes its being and beginning to another being 
must have everything it has from the being that made it. The 
eternal source of all being, then, must be the source and original 
of all power, hence it must be all-powerful, and, for the same 
reason, it must be all-intelligent. Unthinking matter cannot 
produce a thinking being. If God has made the knowing beings, 
he has also made the less excellent pieces of this universe, which 
establishes his omniscience, power, and providence. Howerer 
we may conceive God, we cannol conceive him as material. But 
even if he were, he would still be God. Nor can matter be 
co-cternal with a co-eternal mind. If it be asked how wc can 
conceive God making anything out of nothing, Locke points 
out that we cannot conceive how thought can produce motion, . 
and yet we do not deny it. ’ ‘ , 

In agreement with his general standpoint, Locke oilers an 
empirical theory of ethics, which ends in an egoistic hedonism. 
Ethics There are no innate practical or moral trutlis, any 

more than there are such theoretical truths. We 
make moral judgments without having any rules written on 
our hearts.” Many men come to a knowledge of such rules, 
and are convinced of their obligation, in the same way in which 
they come to know other things. Others learn them from their 
education, environment, and the customs of their country. The 
fact is, wc instil into the minds of children those doctrines which 
we would have them retain and profess; and our children, when 
they grow up, find these truths present in conscience and rcganl 
them imprinted by God and nature, and not taught by any nnc 
else. Conscience is nothing but our opinion of the rightness and 
wrongness of our own actions in the light of such acfjuired moral 
knowledge. ” Jlorality is the relation of action to rules, the 
agreement or disagreement of voluntary actions with some 
law.” • 
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' The question arises, How did sucli moral laws ever come to 
be established, how has the knowledge of right and wrong been 
acquired? Pleasure and pain are the great teachers of morality, 
according to our empiricist. Nature has put into man a desire 
of happiness and an aversion to misezy, and these are natural 
tendencies, or practical principles, which influence all our ac- 
tions; hut they are inclinations and not truths of the under- 
standing. We call that good which is apt to cause pleasure in 
us, and evil that which is apt to cause pain. Everj’ one con- 
stantly pursues happiness and desires what makes any part of 
it ; it is this desire or uneasiness which determines the will. Hap- 
piness in its full extent is the utmost pleasure we are capable 
of, and misery the utmost pain. Now, certain modes of conduct 
produce public happiness and preserve society, and also benefit 
the agent himself. God has joined virtue and public happiness 
t<^ether and made the practice of virtue necessary to society. 
Men discover these forms of behavior, and accept them as rules 
of practice. Every one reaps advantage to himself from the 
observance of the moral rules and, therefore, recommends them. 

But it would be vain for one intelligent being to set a rule 
to the actions of another if he did not have the power to reward 
obedience and punish disobedience by some good or evil that 
is not the natural consequence of the act itself. There would 
be no need of a law where the natural consequences of actions 
had sufficient motive force. The laws have rewards and punish- 
ments, pleasure and pain, annexed to them by the will and power 
of a law-giver, in order to determine the wills of men. There 
are three sorts of laws, divine laws, the civil law, and the law 
of opinion or reputation. The divine law is the law which God 
has set to the actions of men, whether promulgated to them by 
the light of nature or the voice of revelation. God has the power 
to enforce this law by rewards and punishments of infinite weight 
and duration in another life. Here we speak of duties and sins. 
The civil law is the rule set by the commonwealth, and is accom- 
panied by legal rewards and punishments. Here we have the 
notion of crime and innocence. But the great majority of men 
govern themselves chiefly, if not solely, by the law of fashion or 
private censure. Commendation and disgrace are strong motives 
to men to accommodate themselves to the opinions and rules of 
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those with whom they converse. No man escapes the punish* 
inent of the dislike and censure of his fellows, who offends against 
the fashion and opinion of the company he keeps and would 
recommend himself to. Virtue is everywhere thought praise* 
worthy; and nothing else but that which has the allowance ol 
public esteem is called virtue. It is with these laws or rules 
that men compare their actions, and call them good or evil, 
according to their agreement or disagreement with them. The 
true sanction, however, of virtue, is the will of God; the will and 
law of God is the only touelistone of morality. ’ 

In the main, virtues and vices are everywhere the same, and 
correspond with the unchangeable rule of right and wrong which 
the law of God has established. Obedience to the laws of God 
secures and advances the general good of mankind; therefore 
rational human beings, having a care for their own interest, could 
not fail to commend the right and blame the wrong. 

This is the old Greek hedonistic interpretation of morality, 
^ppleraented by a narrow conception of Christian theology. 

irtue is nothing else but doing of good either to oneself 'or 
others. ^ The most lasting pleasures in life consist in health, ^ 
reputation, knowledge, doing good, and the expectation of eternal , 
and incomprehensible happiness in another world. 

Locke shows how we derive our moral Icnowledge from experi* 
ence.^ We may, however, he thinks, reach it by reasoning from 
certain first principles, by demonstration. Morality is capable 
or demrastration as well as mathematics. " The idea of a su- 
preme Being, infinite in power, goodness, and wisdom, whose 
workmanship we are, and on whom we depend ; and the idea 
of oureelves, as understanding, rational beings, would, I sup- 
pose, if duly considered and. pursued, afford such foundations 
of our duty and rules of action as might place morality among 
the sciences capable of demonstration. “ Where there is no 
proper y t ere is no injustice, is a proposition as certain as any 
Euclid.'* *« Again: no government alloivs ab- 
r.p ^ government being the establishment 

ce am ru es or aws which require conformity to them, and 
« e Idea of absolute liberty being for any one to dd whatever he 
pleases I am as capable of boing certain of the truth of this > 
proposition as of any in mathematics ” 


JOHN LOCKE 


825 


In otlier words, we have an empirical knowledge of riglit and 
w’rong, a demonstrative knowledge, and a revealed knowledge, all 
of which agree. God has so arranged it that, given a desire of 
happiness, man mil evolve a moral code. He has also endowed 
him with reason which W’ill enable him to acquire moral truth 
by demonstration. And in- the Scriptures he has revealed the 
same laws which can he reached by experience and reason. 

According to Locke freedom is not an idea belonging to voli- 
tion or preferring, hut to the person having the power of doing 
or forbearing to do, according as the mind shall 
choose or direct, we cannot say a man s will is 
free, “ it is as insignificant to ask whether a man’s will be free, 
as to ask whether his sleep he swift or his virtue square,” The 
will is one power or ability, namely, the power of an agent to 
think his own actions and to prefer their doing or omission. 
Freedom is another power or ability, the power to do or forbear 
doing any particular action according as he himself wills. So 
that when we ask, Is* the will free! we ore really askmg, Has 
one power another power! wlilch is an absurdity. It is to ask, 
Is the will a substance, an agent! The will is not a faculty or 
substance. A man is free so far as he has power to think or not 
to think, to move or not to move according to the preference or 
direction of his own mind. "Wherever he has not the power to 
do or forbear any act according to tlic determination or thought 
of the imnd, he is not free though perhaps his act may be volun- 
tary. It is some pressing uneasiness that successively deter- 
mines the will and sets us upon those actions we perform. This 
uneasiness is desire, it is an uneasiness of the mind for want of 
some absent good. God has pul into men the nneasiness of hun- 
ger and thirst and other natural desires, to move and determine 
their wills for the preservation of themselves and the continua- 
tion of the species- The most pressing uneasines.? naturally de- 
termines the will. But what moves desire! Happiness alone. 

Locke’s theory of the State is prraented in his Tico Treatises 
on Government, the first of which is a refutation of Sir Robert 
Pilmer's (died 1653) absolutislic work, Patnarcha*- In the 
second he discusses ” the true original, extent, and end of civil 

• Patriarchal authority Is a dMne Unalterable right of sovereignty, in- 
herited from Adam. Algernon Sidney (ia22-lC83) refutes Pilmer’s Biblical 
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government.” He opposes the view that all government is ab- 
solute monarchy, that kings have a divine right to absolute power, 
and that mankind has no right to natural free- 
dom and equality. 5Ien are naturally in a state 
of perfect freedom to order their actions and dispose of their 
possessions as they think fit, within the bounds of the law of 
nature, without asking leave, or depending on the will, of any 
other man. They are also in a state of equality of nature, no 
man having more power and jurisdiction than another. The 
law of nature or reason teaches all mankind that, being all equal 
and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, 
liberty, and possessions.* Every one is bound to preserve him- 
self and to preserve the rest of mankind when his own preser- 
vation comes not in competition. And in o state of nature 
every one has a power to punish transgressions of that law of 
nature, to preserve the innocent, to restrain offenders, and to 
take reparation for injuries done him. Each transgression may 
bo punished to that degree, and with so much severity, as will 
BufiSco to make it an ill bargain to the offender, give him cause 
to repent, and terrify others from doing the like. 

The state of nature is not (as Hobbes supposed) a state of 
war, but a state of peace, good-will, and mutual assistance. Go<l 
made man so that convenience and inclination drove him into 
society, and fitted him with understanding and language to 
continue and enjoy it. But many things are wanting in a state 
of nature: an established, settled, known law; a known and.ini' 
partial judge with authority; power to hack and support the 
sentence, when right, and give it due execution. Wc have 
political or civil society whenever any number of men arc so 
united into one society as to quit every one his executive power 
of the law of nature, and to reaign It to the public : whenever 
men enter into society to make one people, one body politWi 
under one supreme government (contract theory). 

proofs in Ills Ducourte on Government. Tlie poet Slilton (1C03-U57J1 
demands domestic, ecclesiastical, and political liberty. Harclay 
prsat cbnropion of ab-«>1ut® monarchy. LoeV-e IdrRc'y 
the principles already laid down in Richard Hooker’s of /.’eefesfaib^* 
PolUj/, 1S03. 

•Locke drafted (1C09) the flrst constitution for the Carolina*, which 
King Charles 11 had bestowed upon a number of noblemen, among thr» 
I-ocke*a patron, the Earl of Shaftesbury, 
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Hence, absolute monarcliy is inconsislent with civil society. 
For if the prince holds both the legislative and executive pow- 
ers, there is no common judge who may fairly, indifferently, and 
■\rith authority decide, and no standing rule to appeal to; tlic 
subject is the slave of one man. No one can he subjected to the 
political power of another without his own consent, 'When any 
number of men have, by consent of every individual, made a 
community, they have thereby made that community one body, 
with a power to act as one body, which is only by the will and 
determination of the majority. But after such a socict 3 ' has been 
formed, every man puts himself under an obligation to every 
one of that society to submit to the rule of the majority. Other- 
wise, there would be no compact if he were left free and under 
no other tics than he was before, in the state of nature. Unani- 
mous consent is next to impossible. The governments of the 
world that were begun in peace were made by the consent of the 
people. 

Man gives up his freedom and power, because the enjoyment 
of it is very uncertain and constantly exposed to the invasion 
of others *, for all being kings ns much as he, every man his equal, 
and the greater part no strict observers of equity and justice, 
the cnjojTnent of the property he has in this state is very unsafe 
and insecure. If it were not for the viciousness and corruption 
of degenerate men, there would be no need of any society hut 
;the state of nature. The great and chief end of men's uniting 
Tnto a commonwealth is for the mutual preservation of their 
lives, liberties, and estates. Hence the power of society can never 
be supposed to extend farther than the common good. 

The first and fundamental natural law, which is to govern even 
the legislative itself, is the preservation of the society and (so 
far as ynW conrisV wHh the yfublw good) of every person in it. 
The first and fundamental positive law of all commonwealths is 
the establishing of the legislative power. This legislative is not 
only the supreme power, hut sacred and unalterable in the 
hands where the community have once placed it; nor can any 
edict of anybody else have the force and obligation of a law, 
which has not the sanction from that legislative which the public 
' has chosen and appointed. But the legislative power cannot be 
absolutely arbitrary over the lives and fortune.s of the people, 
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It IS limited to the public good of society. The laws of natnre 
do not cease m society, thiy stand as an eternal rule to all men, 
legislators as well as others. Hence, it has no right to enslave, 
to destroy, or designedly to impoverish the subjects. Again, 
the legislative cannot assume to itself power to rule by ei- 
temporary arbitraiy decrees; standing laws are needed. Further, 
the supreme power cannot take the subject’s property without 
Ills consent; taxes can be levied only by consent of the majority. 
Lastly , it cannot delegate the power of making laws to any other 
hands. 


It is not well that those who have powers of making the laws 
should also have power to execute them. The federative power 
IS the power of war and peace, leagues and alliances; and all 
transactions with all persons and communities without the com- 
monwealth. The federative and executive powers are almost 
always united, and it is best that they should be placed in one 
land. The executive has the supreme execution of the laws, and 
should be exempt from subordination. But the legislative may 
take both the executive and federative powers out of the liands 
it has placed them in, when it finds cause, and to punish any 
maladministration of the laws. The legislative is the supreme 
power, but it is a fiduciary power to act for certain ends. So 
the people have a supreme power to remove and alter the leg- 
wlative when they find it act contrary to the trust reposed in it. 
But whilst the government exists, the legislative is the supreme 
power. The power of choosing the legislative rests with the 
people. Not the prince, as Hobbes taught, but the legislative is 
the soul of the commonwealth, and the legislative represents 
e^ people; the people is the judge whether the prince or the 
legislative act contrary to their trust. 

Like all the great philosophers of the modern era, Locke 
finds fault mth the methods of instruction which had come 
Education ^ heritage from scholasticism, and pre- 

sents a new program of education based on hb 
empirical psychology and ethics. The s6al being at birth devoid 
of all principles except the desire for pleasure and the power 
to receive impressions, the problem of education must be fo 
happiness. In order to solve 

It, a healthy body and sound sense-organs are requisite; by 
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ercise and habit the body must be hardened; hence, the need 
of physical training for the diild and a frugal mode of life. 
The individnality of the child is to be developed in a natural 
manner; hence, private instruction is preferable. Locke also 
emphasiaes the importance of object lessons, of learning by play, 
and of arousing the pupil’s mental activities; study is to be 
made a delight. Above all, the social end of education should 
not be lost sight of : the youth is to be trained as a useful member 
of society. 


49. Successors op Locke 

Lockers teachings form the starting-point of many lin^ of 
thought, and his influence, like that of Descartes, extended far 
beyond his age and the boundaries of his countrj*. 

The remark which Schiller once made of a great ^ 

man applies to him: he had marrow in bis bones 
to last for centuries. His Sssat/ was the first attempt at a 
comprehensive theory of knowledge m the history of modern 
philosophy and inaugurated the movement which produced 
Berkeley and Home and culminated in Kant. His empiricab 
psychology became the source from which English associationism 
(Browne and Hartley) and French sensationalism (Condillac, 
Helvetiim) drew their nourishment. His ethical philosophy was 
continued and corrected by the work of Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, 
Ferguson, Hume, and Adam Smith. His theory of education 
influenced the great French author Rousseau and, through him, 
th^entire world. His political ideas found brilliant exponents 
in Voltaire, Montesquieu’s Esprit des lots, and a radical con- 
tinuation in Rousseau's Cimirat social; while the spirit of his 
entice thought gave an. impetus to the religious movement of 
the deists in England and in Prance. In liocke the forces that 
Were making for enlightenment were concentrated and reflected 
more faithfully than in any thinker before him. He represents 
the spirit of the modem era, the spirit of independence and 
criticism, the spirit of indivldnalisni, and the spirit of democ- 
racy, the spirit which had sought ntterance in the religious Ref- 
ormation and in the political Mvolutions of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, and which reached its climax in the En- 
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lightenment of tbe eighteenth century. No philosopher has been 
more successful than he in impressing his thought on the minds 
and institutions of men. 

Deism begins, as a vital movement, with Locke’s hook on the 
Heasonaileness of Christianity (1695). Locke had set np rea- 
Deists ultimate test of revelation; revealed 

truths are absolutely certain, of that there is no 
doubt, but human reason is the criterion of revelation itself. 
With Herbert of Cherbury, the great empiricist accepted as true 
certain propositions of natural or rational theology; only, he 
did not regard them as innate. The deists apply these Lockian 
ideas, subjecting revelation to rational standards, and seek the 
true revelations of God in the laws of nature. On this basis, 
Christianity is fashioned into a rational religion; it is not mys- 
terious, it is as old as creation. John Toland writes Chrit' 
tiaaity not Mysterious (1696), a book which was condemned by 
the Anglican Church. In his Letters to Serena (1704) and 
Pantheisticon (1720), he accepts a nature-religion, which he 
calls pantheism (a term coined by him). A. Collins writes hia 
Discourse of Free Thinking (1713), in which he opposes the 
interference of the Church with critical discussions of the Bible. ^ 
Otlier deistic works are: Tindal, Christianity as Old as the Crce‘ 
iion (1730) ; Woolston, Six Discourses on the Miracles of Our 
Savior (1727-1730) ; Chubb, The True Gospel of Jesus Christ 
(1738) ; Morgan, The Moral Philosopher (1737). Conybeare 
(1732) and Joseph Butter (1736) defend revealed religion 
against deism. 

Stephen, History of English Tkougltt in the Eighteenth Cenluyj, 

2 vols.; J. M. Robertson, Short History of Free Thought, 2 yols.! 
Lwbler, Geschichte des englisehen Deismus. See bibliography in Brilen- 
ntca under Deism. 

In his account of the origin of knowledge, Locke distinguishes 
between sensation and reflection; he also endows the mind with 
Psychology powers or faculties which act on the mate- 

rials of se^e. The attempt is made by many 
his followers to explain all mental processes, reflection as wcH , 
as the faculties, as transformed sensations: reflection and tho 
powers of the understanding are reduced to sensation. Peter 
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Brovme, Bishop of Cork (died 1735; The Procedure, Extent, 
a)id Limits of the Understanding, 1728), presents this view, 
which is worked out in detail by the French abhe, ifetienne de 
Condillac (1715-1780) in his TraiU des sensations, 1754. Con- 
dillac tries to show how a being endowed with but a single sense, 
— smell, for example, — would develop, in turn, attention, mem- 
ory, comparison, pleasure and pain, passion, desire, will. From 
comparison, which is nothing but the fnultiplication of sensa- 
tions, arise judgment, reflection, reasoning, and abstraction, that 
is, understanding. Reflection, or the ego, is simply the sum 
of the sensations which we now have and those which we have 
had. In order, however, to obtain the idea of an external world, 
i.e., extension, form, solidity, and body, the sense of touch is 
needed. This yields us knowledge of objective reality, — there 
is something other than ourselves, — but what the nature of this 
other is, we do not know. 

Sensationalism, in some form or other, became popular in 
England and in France, among its followers being: Bartley, 
Priestley, Erasmus Darwin, James Mill, J. Bentbam, Helvetius, 
Condorcet, Volney, the Encyclopedists, and the materialists. 
Charles de Bonnet (1720-1793) teaches a moderate sensational- 
ism, but regards all mental operations, the higher as well as 
the lower, as dependent on brain vibrations, which cause reac- 
tions in an immaterial soul. Helvetius applies sensationalism to 
ethics. 

The law of the association of ideas (ideas are associated in 
the mind in a certain regular order), which had been noticed by 
Aristotle and Hobbes and discussed by Locke and Gay, was 
elaborated and formulated into a philosophical system by David 
Hartley (1705-1757 j Observations on Man, his Frame, his Du- 
ties, Kis Expcc(at(ous, 1749). TUls law, comhia^ with, the doc- 
trine that all our ideas are copies of sensations, has been 
employed ak the chief principle of explanation of mental life 
by the followers of empiricism, — ^by Hume, Condillac, Priestley, 
the Hills, Bentham, and many modem psychologists. In ethics, 
it has been used to account for the moral sentiments: Man learns 
to associate his pleasures with that which pleases him ; the moral 
sentiments procure for us many advantages which we love, and 
we gradually transfer our affections from these to the things 
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which procure them, and in this way come to love virtue for 
virtue’s sake. 

Cf. works mentioned pp. 254, f., and under Locke ; also, Bower, Hartlei} 
and James Mill; Schoenlank, Hartley und Priestley; die Begriinder 
des Associaticnismus; Markus, Die Associationstheorien, Bibliography 
m Ueberweg-Heinze, Part III, voL I, §22. 

English empiricism derived the knowledge of right and MTong 
from experience and based morality on the impulse of self- 
Ethics preservation or the desire for happiness. BaeoD, 

it is true, had not overlooked the social instinct, 
but Hobbes and Locke conceived human nature as fundamentally 
egoistic and made morality a matter of enlightened self-interest. 
Rationalistic thinkers like Cudworth, Clarke, and Wollaston 
protested against such empirical and egoistic conceptions; to 
deny that I should do for another what he in the like case sbonld 
do for me, Clarke said, “is as if a man should contend that 
though two and three are equal to five, they are not equal to 
two and three.” Richard Cumberland (1632.3719} De 
naiura, 1672), who may be regarded as the founder of English __ 
Utilitarianism, refused to accept the rationalistic doctrine of in- 
nate moral knowledge, but he regarded the egoistic conception of 
man, as a mere bundle of selfish impulses, as false: man has sjtu- 
pathetic feelings, or benevolence, as well as selfish feelings. So- 
cial life or the common welfare is the Jiighest good, and we arc 
fitted for it by social feeling and rationality. 

The English moralists succeeding Locke base our moral knowl- 
edge, in the main, on feeling or impulse instead of reason or 
innate ideas of right and wrong, bnt they regard these* feel' 
ings as native endowments of human nature. According to Lord 
Shaftesbury (1671-1713; Characteristics, 1711), man possesses 
self-affections and social affections; virtue consists in the proper 
balance between the two; and the moral sense tells* us whether 
they arc in harmony or not. Francis Hutcheson (1694-1747) 
■works out these ideas in systematic form in his Inquiry into 
the Ideas of Beauty and Virtue, 1725, and System of Moral 
Philosophy, 1755, and is the first to make use of the fonnuU-’ 

“ the greatest happiness for the greatest number.” To the - 
same school belong: David Hume (Inquinj concerniny the Rnn- 
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ciples of Ulorals, 1751), Adam Ferguson (Institutes of Moral 
Philosophy, 1769), and Adam Smith (1723-1790), the author 
of Theory of the Moral Seniimenis, 1759, and ^ycalth of Kations, 
1776, who finds the source nod criterion of the moral law in sjun- 
pathy. AU these •writers do iustice to the feeling-impulse side 
of man’s nature: our ethical judgments and actions are rooted, 
not in reason, hut in feeling. Most of them are intuitionists: 
either a native moral sense distinguishes between the ■worth of 
motives and acts, or the moral judgment is based on the feeling 
of sympathy. AU of them regard the general welfare as the 
highest good, which Cumberland and Shaftesbury conceive as 
perfection, and the others as happine®, though the distinction 
between perfection and happiness is not, as yet, clearlj' drawn. 

Joseph Butler (1692-1752; Sermons upon JIuman Kafure, 
1726, Dissertation upon Virtue, Analogy of Religion, 1736) fol- 
lows this school in its general teaching, but lays greater emphasis 
on the conscience, which he conceives not as a feeling (moral 
sense), but as a principle of reflection: “ There is a superior 
principle of reflection or conscience in every man, which distin- 
guishes between the internal principles of his heart as well as 
his cztemal actions; whicli passes judgment upon himself and 
them, and pronounces determinateJy some actions to be in them- 
selves just, right, good, others to be in themselves evil, wrong, 
unjust: which, without being consulted, without being advised 
with, magisterially exerts itself, and approves or condemns him 
the doer of them accordingly.” Had it strength as it had right, 
it would absolutely govern the world. He also finds in indi- 
vidual happiness the ultimate rational standard, though not 
. the psychological motive of right and wrong. Conscience or duty 
and self-love or interest, if we understand our true happiness, 
always lejid ns tha same way % they are perfectly coincident, for 
the most part in this world, but entirely and in every instance 
if we take in tbe fntnre and the whole. Our ideas of happiness 
and misery are the nearest and most important to us ; they will 
and ought to prevail over those of order and beauty and har- 
mony and proportion, if there ever should be, as it is impossible 
there ever should be, any inconsistency between them. When we 
sit down in a cool hour, we can neither justify to ourselves the 
pursuit of what is right and good, tis such, or any other pursuit, 
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till -we arc convinced that it will be for our happiness, or at 
least not contrary to it. 

■William Paley, in his Principles of Moral and Poliikal Phi- 
losophy, 1785, rejects the moral sense, and declares that aetions 
are to be estimated according to their tendency. Whatever is 
expedient is right. “ Virtue is the doing good to mankind, in 
obedience to the will of Qod, and for the sake of everlasting 
happiness.” 

In opposition to Shaftesbury, Bernard Mandeville (1670-1733; 
The Ortmbling Hive: or Knaves Turned Soncsi, 1705, The 
Fable of the Bees: or Private Vices Public Benefits, 1714) tries 
to show that selfishness (private vices) contributes more to the 
public good than benevolence. The Frenchman Helvetius (1715- 
1771 } De I’esprit, 1758, De Phomme, 1772) follows Hobbes and 
Mandeville in making egoism the sole motive of human action, 
and enlightened self-interest the criterion of morals. The only 
way to make a man moral is to make him see his own welfare 
in the public welfare, and this can be done by legislation only 
f.c., by proper rewards and pxmishments. The science of moral 
is nothing but the science of legislation. This theory is, afte: 
all, the Lockian theory stripped of its theological additions. 

This individualistic view, which is found in Locke and Paky 
and also affects Butler’s theory, is reflected in the econoniii 
theories of the French physiocrats (Fransoii 
Economy Q«esnay, 1694-1774 ; A. Turgot, 1727-1781) and k 
Adam Smith’s Wcaltli of Nations; all of these 
oppose the old mercantile system which sprang up in Europe 
at the close of the Middle Ages. The new political ecoaowy 
is based on the idea that the individual has a natural right 
to exercise his activity in the economic sphere with the least po®* 
sible interference from society {laisser faire). The assumptk^ 
is that with unrestricted competition, the removal of unnatvu^ 
restraints (among them monopolies or privileges), the freedow 
of exchange, the security of contract and property, enlighteued 
self-interest will succeed in realizing not only the good of the 
individual, but also the public welfare. The conception of 
faire is an expression of the general theory of natural rights and 
demands an open road for the individual in the pursuit of 
liberty, and happiness, holding that this will lead to social 
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justice: “ the simple and ohvioiB system of natural liberty 
establishes itself of its own accord (A. Smith). The theory 
rendered sendee in helping to discredit and overthrow the old 
system and to deliver the individual from harmful restraints. 

See works mentioned pp. 254, f., cspeeklly the histories of ethics and 
politics; also: ed. of Shaftesbury’s Characteristics by J. M. Robertson; 
Fowler, SJiaffesiury and Sutcheson; Giricki, PhUosophie Shaftesburys; 
Rand, Life, Letters and Philosophical Regimen of Shaflesbury; ed. of 
Butler’s works by Gladstone; Collins, Butler; Farrer, A. Smith. 

50. Qeoboe Berkeley 

Bodies, according to Locke, produce sensations in the mind, 
sensations or ideas of extension, solidity, motion, color, sound, 
taste, smell, touch. Some of these are copies of 
things as they are, or primaiy qualities, others arc 
the effects on us of powers in things, but not exact representa- 
tions. Sensations furnish the materials of the mind, the alphabet 
of all our knowledge. The soul acts on them, arranging, uniting, 
separating, and relating them ; and also reflects on its own opera- 
tions. AH our knowledge, therefore, is confined to the facts of 
experience ; we have a <Hrcct knowledge only of our ideas. "We 
also know that there is an external world, but this knowledge 
is not so self-evident as the knowledge of our own ideas. 

Bishop Berkeley makes use of the basal teaching of Locke in 
order to refute materialism and atheism. If the basis of our 
knowledge is sensation and reflection, and we know only ideas, 
how can we know a world of bodies, a material world without 
us? "We are limited, so far as matter is concerned, to our states 
of conscioiKuess ; we eanuot compare our ideas with these corporeal 
substances; we do not know what they are or that they are. 
If there is matter and the Lockian theory is true, we cannot 
know it; we become entangled in skepticism. Besides, if there 
is on independent substance like matter and a world of pure 
space, then there is an infinite, eternal immutable reality exist- 
ing alongside of God and limiting God, yes, even suggesting the 
non-existence of God. The belief in matter, therefore, leads to 
atheism and materialism. The grounds of skepticism, atheism, 
and irreligion lie in the view tliat matter or a world of bodies 
exists. We can avoid these irreligious consequences only by 
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getting rid of the premise from whicli.they spring: the assertion 
that matter exists. Wo can explain the universe without such 
a premise: given Qod, the supreme Spirit, and other spiritual 
beings, we can account for all the facts. The paramount ques- 
tion for Berkeley, therefore, is. Does a world exist without mind, 
is there an independent world of matter ? 

George Berkeley (1685-1753), bom in Ireland, studied at Trinity 
College, Dublin, traveled, and became Bishop of Cloyne in 1734. In 
1732 be was sent to Rhode Island to establish missions. Among ijs 
works are: An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, 170!), i 
Treatise concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge, 1710, Three '' 
Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, 1713, Alciphron, or the 
Minute Philosopher, 1732. 

Works edited by A. C. Fraser, 4 vols., 2d ed.; Selections from . 
Berkeley, by Fraser. Fraser, Berkeley, and Berkeley, Spiritual Beat- 
ism; Simon, Universal Immaterialismj Qourg, Le journal philos. di . 
Berkeley (Commouplace Book). 


It is a mistake, says Berkeley, to hold that our ignorance is 
due to the limitations of our human faculties ; Prondence usually • 
furnishes the appetites 'it may have implanted in 
Knowledge ^features with the means of satisfying them, if 
these appetites are rightly made use of. HencejL-** 
is to be supposed that the desire for knowledge can be satisfied < 


py a proper use of our facultie s, ana tha t trn enn ae — 

true prinmptes tenable deductions. It is well deserving our 
pains, triereiore, lo maKd a strict inquiry concerning the Pno- 
ciples of Human Knowledge, to sift and examine them on flli 
sides.' '' 


The chief cause of the opinion that external objects (houses, 
mountains, rivers) have a natural or real existence, distinct fw® 
being perceived, is the doctrine that the mind can frame abstract 
ideas. This, however, is not the ease. We can imagine, or rep' 
resent to ourselves, the ideas of the particular things we 
perceived, and we can variously divide and compound the®- 
But we cannot, for example, find in our thoughts an idea corre* 
sponding with the description of the general idea of a trianglc- 
of a triangle that is “ neither oblique nor rectangle, equilateral 
equicrural, nor sealenon, but all and none of these at once.” 
is true, a man may consider a figure merely as triangular witji- 
out attending to the particular qualities of the angles or re- 
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lations of the sides. So far he may abstract ; but this will never 
prove that he can frame an abstract, general, inconsistent idea 
of a triangle. Similarly, we cannot frame the distinct idea of 
motion, distinct from the body moving, and which is neither 
swift nor slow, curvilinear nor rectilinear. There are general 
ideas, to be sure, in this sense: an idea which, considered in 
itself, is particular becomes general by being made to represent 
or stand for all other particular ideas of the same sort. 'We 
use one name or sign for all partieufar'ideas of the same sort, 
and because we use one name, we come to believe there is one 
■general or abstract idea corresponding to it. Such supposed 
abstract ideas are not needful for the communication nor for 
the enlargement of our knowledge.* 

,.l The idea of a world mthout the mind, that is, of a real world 
of ^matter, is sucb an abstract idea. We separate the sensible 
objects from their being perceived, we conceive of matter as 
existing nnpcrceived.^This is impossible. We cannot see or feel 
•anything without ah' actual sensation of that thing, nor can we 
coneei^'e any sensible thing or object, distinct from the sensa* 
tion or perception of it. 

Wlt h Lockef Berkeley agrees that the objects o f human knowl- 
ed ge are either actually imprinted on t^ senses tfr-s nclrarbrb'~- 
perceived'by attendiDg to the passions and operations oflljg - 
mind; or, lastly, ideas formed by^e lielp of memory M^imagi* 
nation. These ideas we compound, divide, or barely represent. 
Besides ideas there is likewise sometliing which knows or per- 
ceives them, and exercises diverse operations, — as willing, imag- 
ing, remembering, — about them. This perceiving, acting being 
is mind, spirit, soul, mj'self. It is entirely distinct from my 
ideas, it is a thing wherein they exist or whereby they are per- 
ceived, for the existence of an idea consists in being perceived. 

■ Now, everybody will grant that our thoughts and passions and 
the pictures of the imagination do not exist without the mind ; 
thej’ are all in the mind, their existence consists 
in their being perceived or known by the mind. , 

The same thing, however, is true also of our sen- 
sations ; here, too, existence means to be perceived : esse is pcrctpi. 

* This nomiDalistic doctrine Berkeley mt^ified in later 7ear3. See 
Tol. II, Atdphrcn, pp. 436, ff. _ . , 
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■NVlien I say tlie tabic I write on exists, I mean that I can see 
and feci it. '\\nion I say it exists when I am out of the room, 
I mean that if I were in the room I might perceive it, 
or that .some otltcr mind actually does perceive it. To say 
things exist ^vlien no mind perceives them, is perfectly 
nnintcHig ible. 'To exist~mcons Id be pcrceivc(l,'Td be 
mind. Bodies, therefore, have no existence wiUmut a mind ; 
Ih gir being consists in being perceived or k nown ; so long 
ns tjmy are not perceived bj' me or do not exist in my mind or 
that of any other created spirit, they have no c xist^ce at 
aJI, or else exist in the mind of some eternal spirit. It is 
a contradiction in terms to say matter exists without the 
mind. 

Tliat this is so follows necessarily from the idea of the body 
iis held by Ivocke. A body is a solid, extended, figured substance 
having the power of motion, possessing a certain color, weight, 
taste, smell, and sound. Certain of its qualities, liowcvcr, do not 
inhere in itj color, sound, taste, smell arc the effects of the body 
produced in a perceiving subject, they arc not qualities of the 
body itself, but ih inc; we coll them secondary qualities. ES' 
tension, figure, solidity, motion, rest arc said to be qualities'^ 
inherent in the substance, b^y, itself; they are the primary 
qualities. But, says Berkeley, these so-called primary qaalitiM. 

• arc just as secondary as the others. The ideas of extension 
- -solidity I get througli the sense of touch; they are sensatiocs 
in my mind also. I cannot separate my idea of extension fro® 
the idea of color and other secondary qualities; I never perceive 
an extended thing which is not nt the same time colored, 

BO on. The primary qualities are inseparably united ^rith the 
f secondary ; I cannot abstract the latter and leave behind an ei* 
tended solid substance, which is that and nothing else. I have 
no abstract idea in my mind of such a substance. But, it 
said, there must be something outside which supports, or stands 
under, these qualities, — a substance. That, again, says Berkcloy, 
is a more abstraction; there is no meaning whatever in tho 
words material substance. Even if it were possible for such 
a solid, figured, movable substance to exist without the mi^d, ^ 
how could w’e know it? Moreover, all our ideas or sensations. ^ 
or the things perceived, arc inactive, they have no power to do 
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anything; hence extension, figure,jQiotioD, all o£ which are Jdeas, 
cai mot be the cau se Qf-se nsation s. 

Bnt7 you "say, there must he some cause of the sensations or 
ideas in my mind. And so there is, and this cause must be 
an active substance. It cannot, however, be a ' 
material substance, for there is none such, hence gp^^ts^ \ 
it must be an incorporeal, active substance or — 

Spirit. A spirit is one, undivided, active being, — as it perceives 
ideas, it is called tinderslan^ing; as it produces or otherwise 
operates about them, it is called icill. There can he no idea . 
formed of soul or spirit, because all ideas are passive and in«t, I 
hence we can have no idea or image or likeness of that which/ 
acts. We cannot perceive the spirit itself, but only the effects 
which it produces. Still, we have some noiton of soul or spirit^ 
and the operations of the mind, such as willing, loving, bating, 
inasmuch as we understand the meaning of these words. 

Some ideas I can make and unmake at pleasure ; in tbU respect 
my mind is active, I have power over my own thoughts. But » 
my sensatioits I have no such power over. I o p en my eyesrit- ^', 
is not in my powe r t o choose whether I shall see or no. or to- 
determine what particular objects shall present themselves to 
my view. The ideas imprinted on my senses are not creatures^ 
of my will . HenCfe, there is some other Will or Spirit that 
produces them. The ideas of sense are more strong, lively, .and 
distinct than those of the imagination; they have likewise, a 
steadiness, order, and coherence and are not excited at random," . 
as those which are the effects of human will often are, but in 
a regular train or series, the admissible connection whereof suf- 
ficiently testifies the wisdom and benevolence of its Author. 
Now, the set rules or established methods wherein the ISIind we 
depend wa la 'iis t&e at aesae, ata tabled tba lows ' 

of naiure/ and these we learn by experience, which teaches us / 
that siieh and sudi ideas are attended with such and such other j 
ide(^ in the ordinary course of things. God, in other words, i 
arouses in us certain ideas in a certain order; he has connected | 
with the idea of food the idea of nourishment; with the idea I 
of sleep, the idea of refreshment; with the visual sensation of j 
fire, the bodily sensation of warmth. If there were no such j 
regular order in our sensations, we would be eternally at a loss, [/ 
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wc would not know what to do: that there is such 're^larity 
in the flow of onr sensatioDs enables us to regulate our actions 
for, the benefit of life. We notice this connection between our 
ideas and erroneously come to believe that the ideas cause each 
other, that fire produces warmth, that sleep causes refreshment, 
that collision of bodies causes sound. The ideas imprinted on 
the senses by God are called real things; and those excited in 
the imagination, being less regular, vivid, and constant, are more 
properly termed ideas or images of things which they copy or 
represent. But our sensations are ideas, nevertheless; they exist 
in the mind; they are simply more vivid, strong, orderly, and 
coherent ideas than our images; they arc also less dependent on 
the thinking substance which perceives them, fnr they are ei i 
cite d by. the wi ll of another more powerful Spirit. 
fy "What, however, becomes of the snn, moon, stars, the houses, 
mountains, rivers, trees, and stones, on this hypothesis? .Are 
Objections chimeras or illusions of the fancy ?^ Not 

Answered itlealist. They exist in tb? «nse . 

I given above, they are real things in the sense’ thot 

God arouses these sensations in us in a regular coherent order.' 
Material substance, too, is real in this sense, if we mean by it 
a combination of sensible qualities, such os extension, solidity, 
weight, and the like. If we mean by it a support of accidents 
or qualities without the mind, it docs not exist even in the imagi- 
nationt^jBut does this not mean that we eat and drink ideas, 
and are clothed with ideas? We eat and drink and are clad 
with the immediate objects of seiKe, which cannot exist unppr- 
ceived or without the mind. It is more proper, therefore, to 
call them things rather than ideas. But, we see things without 
ns at a distance. The consideration of this difficulty gave birth 
to the Essay towards a Eew T/teory of Vision, in which Berke- 
ley holds that distance, or outness, is not immediately perceived 
by sight, nor yet apprehended or judged of by lines and angles, 
or anything that has a necessary connection with it. Ideas of 
sight or visual sensations come to suggest to us certain ideas of 
touch and ideas of locomotion. When the object seems indis- 
tinct and small, experience has taught us that it is far off, at • 
a distance, that we must walk far to get a distinct and larger 
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. But docs not everything disappear when I close my eyes? 
The things are no longer perceived by_me, hence they ought 
no longer to exist. Well, says Berkeley, the same difficulties 
would confront those who hold the other view. Do the colors 
and sounds disappear when I shut my eyes and eats! The par- 
ticular bodies we see, all have color, sound, figure, size. K these 
disappear, what is left of the worldl Besides, I may say that 
when I close my eyes the things are perceived by other minds. 

Again, does not this idealism do away wtb the whole cor- 
puscular philosophy? Berkeley answers, there is no phenomenon 
explained by. that hypothesis which cannot be explained without', 
it. No one really knows how matter operates on a spirit or pro- 
duces any idea in it. Besides, the natural philosophers do not 
necount for things by corporeal substance, but by figure, mo- 
tion, and other qualities, which are, in truth, no more than 
mere ideas and cannot, therefore, be the cause of anything. 

Still, would it not be absurd to speak in the language of this 
acw^ theory, to say a spirit Jieats instead of fire heats? Berkeley 
rcplias: in such things wc ought to think with the learned and 
'speak with the vulgar. Those who accept the Copcmican theory 
still speak of the sun rising. It is said, however, that the whole 
world believes in matter. Is the whole world mistaken? But, 
does the whole world really believe it? It is a contradiction to"; 
believe it. The tnith is, men have no speculative opinion at all 
about it. Besides, universal consent is no proof. 'Wc can account 
for the prejudice, lieu assumed that their sensations had an 
existence independent of the mind and without the mind, be- 
cause tliey themselves were not the nuthors of them. They did 
not dream that n contradiction was involved in the terms. It 
was supposed that qualities existed without the mind and that, 
therefore, an imthin'lAng substance was nccdecl. Tlien it was 
held that secondarj’ qualities hod no extra-mental existence. 
Since, however, the primoi^' qualities do not exist without the 
mind either, substance becomes unneccssarj’. If you say, per- 
haps there is a substance having qualities as incomprehensible 
to us as color is to a man bom blind, we ask, What is the 
advantage of disputing about an unknown support of unknown 
qualitic-s, about something we know not u'hat and know not 
ichyT Besides, if we had a new sense to perceive these qualities, 
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we should have all the difficulties over again. If matter is 
defined as an unknown somewhat, neither substance nor attribute, 
spirit nor idea, as inert, thoughtless, indivisible, immovable, un- 
extended, existing in no place, then it is nothing. If you dis- 
tinguish it from nothing bj' giving it existence, quiddity, enlily, 
1 say this idea to me is incomprehensible trifling with words. 

Spirits, then, arc active indivisible substances; ideas are inert, 
fleeting, dependent things which subsist not by themselves, but 
are supported by or exist in minds or spiritual 
substances. We comprehend our own existence by 
inward feeling or reflection, and that of other 
spirits by reason. Wc may be said to have some 
knowledge or notion of our own minds, of spirits, 
Sind active beings, whereof, in a strict sense, we have no ^deas 
In like manner, we know and hove a notion of relations between 
things or ideas,— which relations arc distinct from the ideas or 
tilings related, inasmuch as the latter may be perceived by ns 
without our perceiving the former. Berkeley holds that ideas , . 
spirits, and relations are all in their respective ki nds o bjects of 
human knowledge and subjects of discourse; and that the term^ 
idea will be improperly extended to signify everything we know 
or have any notion of. Ideas imprinted on the senses are real 
things, or do really exist, but they cannot subsist without the 
minds which perceive them; they are not resemblances of any 
archetype existing without the mind. They may be called ex- 
ternal in the sense that they arc not generated within the mind 
itself, but imprinted by a spirit distinct from that which per- 
ceives them. Sensible objects may also be said to be “ without 
the mind ” in the sense that when I shut my eyes the things 
still exist, but they must be in another mind. 

This idealistic theory, Berkeley declares, banishes from phi' 
losophy several obscure and difficult questions: Whether cor- 
D ^ w Poreal substances can think? Whether matter is 
of Dualist infinitely divisible? How it operates on spiritl 
AtfaeisQ^ and reduces human knowledge to knowledge of ideas 
Skepticism and knowledge of spirits. It gets rid of the dual-J 
ism of intelligible objects, or objects in the mind, I 
and real objecte without the mind. This dualism is the root 
of skepticism, for how can we know that the things which arc J 
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perceived are conformable to the things which arc not per- 
ceived ? ‘ If color, figure, motion, extension, and the like are 
referred to things outside the mind, wc sec appearances only, 
not the real qualities of things, and are landed in skepticism j 
we distrust the senses. All donbi vanishcs-on.our theory. 

The doctrine of matter is also the cause of atheism r give it 
up and the whole fabric falls to tlic ground. If the self-cxistent, 
stupid, unthinking substance is the root and origin of all things, 
we exclude freedom, intelligence, and design from the formation 
of things. Give up matter and your Epicureans, Ilobbists, and 
the like have not even the shadow of n__P2ctenso. Idolatry, too, 
falb witli matter, for if objects of sense arc merely so man}' 
sensations in the mind, then men cannot fall down and worship 
their own ideas. Also, lake away material substance and mean 
by body wbat ever^* plain ordinary* person means by the word: 
to wit, that which is immediately seen and felt, wbicli is only 
a combination of qualities or ideas, and then objections to resur- 
rection came to nothing. 

Another source of error is the doctrine of the c&stroct ideas, 
Jime, place, and motion, taken in particular or concrete, arc 
what cverj’body knows; but having passed through the hands 
of a metaphysician, they become too abstract and fine to bo 
apprehended by men of ordinarj* sense. Time is nothing ab- 
stracted from the succession of ideas in our minds, hence the 
duration of any finite spirit must be estimated by the number 
of ideas or actions succeeding each other in the same spirit or 
mind. Hence, it is n plain consequence that the soul always 
thinks. Also, where extension is, there is color also, i.e., in the 
mind; their archetypes can exist only in some other mind, and 
the objects of sense are nothing but those sensations combined, 
blended, concrcttnl together; none of all which can be supposed 
to exist unperceived. VTc cannot frame an idea of pure space 
exclusive of nil l>ody. Pure space means tlie possibility of limbs 
of my body to be raovetl on all sides without the least 
resistance. 

The skeptics triumph in natural philosopliy. They say we do 
not know the real essence, the internal qualitii*s and constitu- 
tion of things. Something there is in ewr?' drop of water, 
crciy grain of s.nnd, which it is beyond the power of human 
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understanding to fathom or comprehend. The complaint is 
groundless. There is no inward essence of things whence their 
discernible qualities flow or whereon they depend. It is also a 
vain labor to endeavor to explain appearances or qualities, the 
production of color and sound, for example, by the figure, mo- 
tion, weight, and such like qualities of insensible particles. 
There is no other agent or efficient cause than spirit; motion as 
well as all other ideas is perfectly inert. 

The great principle now in vogue is attraction. The word 
does not mean anything but the effect itself; it does not tell us 
anything as to the manner of the actions whereby it is produced 
or the cause which produces it. Many pronounce gravitation 
universal : to attract and to be attracted by every other l>od7 
is said to be an essential quality inherent in all bodies. There 
-is nothing necessary or essential in the case, but it depends eu* 
tirely upon the Will of the Governing Spirit, who causes certain 
bodies to cleave together or tend towards each other, according te 
various laws. Hence, it is vain to inquire into natural efficient 
cause distinct from mind or spirit. The whole creation is the 
worlonansliip Sf a wise and good Agent, hence philosophers ^ 
should concern their thoughts about the final causes of things. ' 
One good way is to point out the various ends to which things 
are adapted, and for which they were originally contrived. 
There is no .reason why -observations and experiments should 
not be made. That they are of use to mankind and enable us 
to draw general conclusions, is not the result of any immutable 
habitudes or relations between things themselves, but only of 
God s goodness and kindness to men in the administration of 
the world. By a diligent observation of phenomena within our 
\Tew, we may discover the general laws of nature, and fro® 
them deduce the other phenomena; I do not say deinonstro^^> ■ 
for all deductions of that kind depend on the supposition that 
the Author of Nature always operates uniformly’ and in a con- 
stant observance of those rules we take for principles: which 
we cannot evidently know.’» The rules of morality, iiowe^vr, 
which have a necessarj' tendency to promote the well-being of 
mankind, Berkeley thinks can be demonstrated, and have the ; 
same immutable, eternal truth with the propositions of 
geometry. 
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became librarian to the Ricalty of Law in Edinburgh (1752-1757), 
and Under-Secretary of State (1767-17C9). He wrote his chief work, 
Treatise upon Hitman Nature, in three books, during his first residence 
in France (1734-1737), but the work made no impression upoa the 
public : it “ fell dead-bom from the press,” as Hume says. He after- 
wards worked it over, in more popular form, and published the three 
revised parts separately (1743, 1751, 1757). But bis fame during his 
lifetime rested upon his achievements as a historian rather than on 
his philosophical works. During his second sojourn at Paris, as a 
member of the English embassy, h^e made the acqnaintanee of Rousseau, 
Diderot, Holbach, Turgot, and d’Alembert, and induced Rousseau to 
visit England. He died in 177G. 

Among his works we mention : Treatise upon Human Nature (1739- 
1740) ; five volumes of Essays: 1. Essays, Zloral, Political and lAterary, 
1741-1742 ; 2. Inquiry concerning Human Understanding, 1748 (a re- 
vision of Book I of the Treatise)', 3. Inquiry concerning the Principle) 
of Morals, 1751 (revision of Book III); 4. Political Discourses, m-', 
5. Four Dissertations, 1757, including A Dissertation on the Passions 
(Book II of the Treatise) and Natural History of Beligion. Posthu- 
mous works : My Own Life (published by Adam Smith), 1777, Dialogm 
concerning Natural Religion, 1779, Suicide and Jmmrtahty of 
S'oul, 1783. His History of England appeared 1754-1762. 

Works ed. by Green and Grose, 4 vols., 1874, new ed., 1909; Essays 
and Principles of Morals by Selby-Bigge, 18D4; Letters by Birkbeck 
Hill, ISSS; Selections from Treatise by Aikins, from ethical writings 
by Hyslop. 

iMouograplis by Huxley, Knight, Calderwood, Fraser; Green, InlsO' 
duction to 27«me’a Works, also in Green’s works; Elkin, Hume) 
Treatise and Inquiry; Jodi, J>6e»» und Philosophie Humes; E. Pfl«- 
derer, Empirismus und Skepsis in Humes Philosophie; Spicker, 
Hume, und Berkeley; Meinong, Hume-Studien, 2 vols.; 

Humes; Hedvall, Humes Erkenntnisstheorie; Lechartier, Hume: mofo- 
liste et sociologue. See also McCosIi, Scottish Philosophy, Priogi 
Pattison, On the Scottish Philosophy, and the works on English phik 
ophy mentioned pp. 254, f. . 


All sciences, says Hume, have a relation to human natun 
The sole end of logic is to explain the principles and operatioD 
of our reasoning faculty and the nature of 
H^uman ° ideas ; morals and criticism regard our tastes an' 
Nature sentiments; and politics consider men as unite 

in society and dependent on each other. 
mathematics, natural philosophy, and natural religion ore judgec 
by the powers and faculties of men. Hence, we ought to studj 
human nature itself, in order to find the principles which regu 
late our understanding, excite our sentiments, and make w 
praise or blame any particular object, action, or behavior. What 
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^of such impressions : they are the less lively perceptions, the 
faint or feeble impressions ; of which we are conscious when we 
reflect on any of the sensations or movements mentioned. Out- 
ward impress ions, or sensations, arise Jn the soul from unknown 
"pauses, _whilc the inward impressions are derived, mTargTeat 
mwsurej^ from our^ideas:^c.^., an impression strikes upon the 
senses, wo perceive heat or cold, pleasure or pain. A copy re- 
._mains of the impression, that is on idea. This idea of^easure 
or pain produces ncAv impressions: desire and aversion, hope 
and fear, which are impressions of reflection. These, again, 
are copied by the memory and imagination. Out of these iui- 
pressions^ knowledge is built up by compounding, .irans^osi^, 
augmenting, or diminishing the materials furnished us by the 
senses and experience., The mixture and comp osit ion 
impression^ belongs alone to^hc'mind and will. Analysis shows 
that every idea which n^''examlne is copied from similar impres- 
sions. Moreover, where there arc no impressions, there can be 
no ideas; a blind man can liavc"oo notion of colors, nor'a deaf 
man of sounds. Hence, we should always ask ourselves in ex- 
amining the meaning of philosophical terms: From what impres- 
sion is the supposed idea derived t 
^-'^*l~t,^*?^6hts_^9r__ideas, however, are not entirely loos^and \ 
jinconnected, not joined'by chancej they introduce“onranother 

^ith_a.certmn degree of metb^ and regularity ; thefe'ls a bond 
oOinion^^twcen them, one calls up another. * A picture^aatu- 
rally leads our thoughts to the original the men- 

tion of one apartment in a house suggests an adjoining one 
{coniiguity) , the thought of a wound calls up the idea of pain 
{cause and effect) . This is the phenomenon called ‘associatio'''' 
of xdsas, ^he principle^or l aws o f.association are resemblance, 
^tj^ity trae^ and place, and cause and~effect'r Tfiought 3 » 
m other words, ten d to cal l up thoughts Pf like things, of things, 
contiguous m time and place, and of things relaJecraTcanse 
e ec . \By^thQ.union^or^association_of ideas according to 
ideas are formei , 

.a. 1°'?^ matters of fact are based m 

— re a 101^ 0 j always seek a con- 

neetira between a presenrfaet"^d another. A man ft,* a 
watch m a desert island, ho concludes from the product to the 
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cause, he infers Hint men have once been there. On our search 
for caj^sesjind eff ects d cp etul o ur speculations and pracl iccT^t 
is, therefore, of cardinal i mportMcc' lhal~\\~c sludy this relation. 
IIow do we arrive at the knowledge of canse and effect, and 
what is the validity of this knowledge^ what is^tlie nature of 
evidence 

■yv^o not re ach o kno wIejlge^oLthis relation byj-easonin^ 
ojppton.^ Adam could not have inferred a priori, prior to esperh 
cnee, from the light and warmth of fire, that it would consume 
him. The mind cannot deduce the effect from the supposed 
cause; no amount of reasoning will enable us to discover a priori 
the explosion of gunpowder or the attraction of the loadstone. 
For the effect i.s totallj’ diffcrcflLlpQnt-the.cau.si i and can n ever 
he diseoiwjdjn it., We eannot demonstraie lhatji certain cause_ 
must li nvc n certain' c^oct or,that it must alwaysjiavc the same 
effeetj we cannot prove to r eason, as we can a mathematjeal 
propcMitionTIfHatTIread nourishes and fire warms. There ia no 
ncccss«ar3' connection between the qualities of bread and nour« 
ishment, such that the notion of the ^ccssarily implies the 
other; ther e were, we could, without eicpcricnce, infer the 
effects ^onTllie tlrst appearance of these qualities, just ns we 
can conclude from the notion of n triangle that the sum of 
angles is equal to two right angles. There Is nothing logically ' 
eontradietoTT in n.ssuming that fire will not warm or bread nour- - 
ish or gunpowder explode. 

Our knowledge of the relation of cause and effect is based 
ou*obs<TS’atIou and exporitnee. TVe deserve objects succeeding 
one another, that'similnr objccls are constantly conjoinetl, tliat 
heat follows flame, cold snow, that the motion of one biUiard 
ball is attended by the movement of the othor. Having found, 
iu many instances, that any two kinds of Qbieel^lSv’e always 
l^en conjoinetl, we infer that the objects are causally related, 
tliat one is the cause of the other. _ That is, are led to expect 
uikTu the nppeamope of the one, the appearance of the other; 
flie mind is carried by haVti or CMjrfom to Iflfcve th.nt the two 
(d'j*x:t,s in qiu*stic*n arc connected, that they will always go 
togeihep.. After the constant conjunction of (wo obj<'ct5. h''al 
and flame, weight and solidity, we ar\‘ dctcrmimsl by custom 
to expect the one from Uit opi»earanw of the other. Our expe- 
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rience of the constant conjanction of objects, in other wrds, 
produces a belief in their connection. Tliis belieris’an'operaHoa 
of the soul, a species of natural instinct, as unavoidable as to 
feel the passion of love when we receive benefits. We canao j, 
_dgfi ne belief ex cept as a feeling of svhieh every joneJmowsJhT 
meaning, because every man is conscious of it. v (In the Yrcctm 
Hume 13 still uncertain as to the psychology of this belief. He 
identifies it with the imagination, but the matter seems obscure 
and unsatisfactorj’ to him.) Nature, therefore, has not trusted 
the operation of the mind by which we infer like effects from 
like causes, and vice versa, to the fallacious deductions of rea- 
son, hut has secured it by an instinct or mechanical tendency. 

A cause may, therefore, be defined as an object follow ed by 
another and*^vhose appearance always conveys the thought of' 
that othcE. 4 ^ This definition, however, does not satisfy some oeta'/ 
physicians, they miss something in it. For them a cause is- 
something productive of another thing} there is somethmg in 
the cause by which it is enabled to produce the effect, a secret 
power, force, or energy. There is a tie that binds the cause to 
the effect, a ncees-sarj' connection between cause and effect, such 
that if we knew the power, we could foresee the effect even 
without experience, and might, at first, pronounce with certainty 
concerning it, by the mere dint of thought and reasoning. 
this were true, we could deduce tlie effect from the cause; a ^ 
knowledge of the cause would necessarily carry with it a knowl- ^ 
edge of the effect : we should know at once, without any experi- 
ence, how an object would act. 

But what do these terms power, force, energy, necessary con- 
nection mean, and what right liave we to employ themf To 
answer this question, we must analyze our idea of power or nee* 
essary connection, cann ot think of anything which we 
_ng t ant^ cd^tly /cif either by our external or internal sensg:.! * 
._Now what is the impression on whieh this idea of power depends, 
how do w’e get it ? ^h^ vve look at external objects andj!®?, 
^sjd^ ^he operation of causes, we never discover any power or^ 
j ^essaty Joimeeti^,7any7quality which binds the e'ffeefJ^lM 
^eanse^and ren ders th e one an infallible consequence of the other-J^ 
■We only find that tiie’ one'does’aetually follow the other. Tiie 
impulse of one biUiard ball is attended with motion in the se^ 
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ond; this is all that appears to the outward senses, ^om th c_ 
firstJip pe^anc ^^tLJJhject-yp Tn»vfiy_c^ 3 eGtiir e xvhat its 
effect^ilU^ The force in' the -universe V7hich actuates~the 
^hole machine'is entirely ccmticaled from ns. 'We know that 
heat is a constant attendant npon flame, hut what is the con- 
nection between them we cannot imagine. Nor do we get the 
idea of power from reflection on the operation of our onm minds ; 
it is not copied from any internal impression or experience. 
But, it may he said, are we not, every moment, conscious of 
internal power, do we not feel that by simple command of our 
will we can move the organs of the body or direct the faculties 
of the mindl An act of volition produces motion in onr limbs 
or raises a new idea in our imagination. This influence of the 
will we know by consciousness. Hence we acquire the idea of 
'power or energy^ and we are certain that we onrselves and all 
other intelligent beings are possessed of power. 

Let us examine this view, sal's Hume. It is true, we do influ- 
ence tho organs of the body by volition. But we are not con- 
scious of the means by which this is effected? we ore never, 
and never can be, directly conscious of the energy by -which 
the will does this. The power is utterly concealed from us 
here, as in case of natural events. The motion jjf. the, body^ 
follows upon command of the ^nll, ^ a ll. experience tells 

ui" ?~how it is done’^r'a'^mj'stery. ^ Experience does not tell us 
the secret'co'nneetion’ whieirjf^ds thc^wilPanB its act together 
oDd'rffldera' thcln inseparable.^ The whole relalloh'hetwee^soul 
and body is mysterious ? wc do not know the connection of the 
cause with its effect here, wc can never see the influence of mind 
on body from ^y apparent powe^f^eiTer^ln the cameT^hieh 
connectsAt'With ;thr'effeet*and renders the" one ah jhfallible 
eo^que nce of tlie other.*' It is'eqvuilly impossible to know how 
our iviil controls ^ur thinking, the power by which the soul 
produces ideas. Wc do not discover any such power? all we 
know is that the will commanded an idea and the'^vent' 
foUow^.'^ 

To sum up; We can never discover .any power at all? all 
we see is one event following another, cannot observe or 
conceive the tie that binds tt^ethcr the motion and the volition, 
or energj’, by -which the mind prodoces this effeetd The same 
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is true of natural events. One event follows another; we never 
cau__observe a tie between Ihem. Thif ;e"e^l^a;o'»'W“ 
never experience such'a tief orpower,~tir* 
connection ; Tve receive no impression of it, hence we can have 
no ic?eo of it. Employed as they are, these words seem to be 
without a meaning. But they have a meaning when nsed in 
the proper sense ; when we say an object is connected with an* 
other, we mean that they have acquired a connection in our 
thought. As was said before, the mind is carried by haiit, upon 
the appearance of one event, to expect its usual attendant and 
to believe that it will exist. This connection, therefore, which 
we feel in the mind, this customary transition of the imagina- 
tion from one object to its usual attendant, is the sentiment or 
impression from which we form the idea of power or necessary 
connection. 

According to Hume, then, the objects are not necessarily 
connoted, ^ut the ideas are connected in our mind by associatlon^i 
ts the resnlt of,repetitioD^'of custom or habit 
\The ideas have gone together so often that when one*app6^^i*i 
suggests the other. We have here not logical but psychological . 
necessity/ and this psychological necessity depends on experi* 
ence. The process is the same in animals, in children, among the 
generality of men and philosophers. 

Another notion formed by philosophers is that of 
We cannot forbear looking at colors, sounds, tastes, figures, and , 
other properties of bodies as existences which cannot subsist 
apart, but require a subject of inhesion to sustain and support 
them. The imagination feigns something unknown and invisible 
which it supposes to continue the same under all variation. This 
untaown something is the substance; its qualities are called 
accidents. Philosophers also suppose occnlt qualities and sab- 
stantial forms. Bnt all these are fictions, they are like specters 
m the dark. We have no perfect idea of anjihing but a percep- 
tion. .^substaime js entirely different from .apperception. JVe 
liave, therefor^ no idea of a substance. Evciy quality, being 
a distmet thing from another, may be conceived to exist opart, 
and may exist apart, not only from every other quality but 
from that unintelligible chimera of a substance. 

our ideas or thoughts, then, are copies of impressions, 
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knowledge Js der ived from experience. Now let txs ask what is 
th'e^alidity of such knowle^gei what is the nature of its evi- 
dence! All the ob jects of human reas on m ay 
^ vide d into -^o kinds ; rriofions of and nioj* Khowlrfge 
iers o f fact. Of the first kind are" the sciences of 
geometry, afgebra, and arithmetic, and, in short, every affirma- 
tion which is cither intuitively or demonstratively certain. That 
the square of the hypothenuse is equal to the square of the 
other two sides is a proposition which expresses a relation be- 
tween these figures. That three times five is equal to half of 
thirty cxpreaes a relation between these numbers. Proposi- 
tions of this kind are discoverable by the mere operation of 
thought, without dependence on what is an^^where existent in 
the universe. Even if there had never been a circle or a tri- 
angle in nature, the truths demonstrated by Euclid would for- 
ever retain their certainty and sclf-cvidcncc. 

All evidence of matters of fact which lies heyond the testi- 
mony of sense or memory is derived entirely from the relation 
I of cause and effect. Our knowledge oj ^cm ^es^and effe^ is 
^erived cxperienccT^ we saw : custom lea^ us to infcF 

llmt "olijccts wh1ch'”our experience tells us ore frequently con- 
joined, will always be, but custom ^ flnjnstinc^and instinct 
ma y be falla cious.. Our evidenced the truth of matters of fact 
is not like the evidence we have in mathematics. The contrary 
of every matter of fact is still possible, because it can never 
imply a contradiction. That the sun will not rise to-morrow 
is no less intelligible a proposition, and implies no more con- 
tradiction, than that it will rise. Here we are dealing notjirith 
certain, Bclf-cvident knowledge, but will^probability..| 

Of.subs^nces we have no idea whatever, jmd th ey have no 
place in know^dge.],^Bdt, it may he asked, why trust imagina- 
tion in the case of causes and not in the case of substance! 
Hume’s answer is that we must distinguish ^between principles 
which are permanent, irresiatiM e, and universal,jsuch mJs the 
customary transition from _causcs"tb. effects, and the principles 
whlchJpre'changeQblc, weak, and irregular, such as sutetance, 
sul»lanUal_ forms, accidrats, oo^t_ qualities. The former arc 
ihe-roundation of all our thought and action, so that, upon their 
removal, human nature must inevitably perish and go to ruin. 
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Tlic latter are neitlier unavoidable to mankind nor necessair 
and useful in tlic conduct of life. 

^.9 absolute or sclf'Cvident or certain knowledge, 

9^ matters of fact; our knowledge never rcacheTal^ 
^lutc certainty. ^ Aye base onr conclusions on cipeVienMr^ be- 
lieve the future will bo like tlie past/ bnt'w^ liav^"^abwlire 
aMurance that' things will not change.v Life, however, would be 
impossible unless wc noted on the belief that nature is regular^ 
and iiniformj no practical good can come of our skepticism; 
practice is the best cure for all skeptical reflections. 

T he sense s, liowevcr, alone are not implicitly to be depended 
m ust correct their evidence by reason. "WeTrust our 
.. ^enscs by a "nalural instinct.’^'WT’alwaj's suppose 

ofTlie Kx° external universe without any reasoning and 
ternal AVorld before the use of reason. We assume it 

exist even if every sensible creature were au- 
aihuatcd. The slightest philosophy, however, destroys lbs 
opinion of all men. NoUiing.can be present to the mind but 
^^imngcjjrjcrceptton. . We canD*or*pr6ve' iliafpcrceptions are 
c^sed by cxtcmnl'obiccts entirely 'dilTcrcDt from tEein,*thon^ - 
^sem^Iipg Uicm (if possible). y Experience is sileu't here, for 
au we have before tlic'ralnd’is perceptions J‘We obsen'e a rela- 
tion of cause and effect between two perceptions, but can never 
obseire it between perceptions and objects, hence we cannot 
conclude from perceptions to objects as tlieir canses.l If we 
deprive matter of primary qualities as well as of scTondaiy 
qualities, we leave only n certain unknown, inexplicable soB^ 
mg as tbe cause of our impressions, a notion so imperfect that 
Do skeptic will think it worth while to contend against it. 
do not know whether there ore things-in-themselves or not. 
^jects_of_aU_oin^Dowledge_nre^id of_our_mra imp ression 
e c^not prove tliat these are caused by external objects or 
unbno^ substance or by onreelves or by GodnSensatiocs . 
msem the_soul^_unknown ^causes. , All we can efoTtben. 

world oif "experience, to our irapres- 
j sions and ideas. We can compare our ideas, note their relations, 

I and reason about the relations, thus attaining a kind of demon- 
/Win We can also observe the Jrder of our sen- 

; nations; through habit or custom we come to regard one object 
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os connected with another in a relation which we call cause and 
effect. 

VTc must limit our inquiries to such subjects as arc best 
adapted to the narrow capacities of the human understanding. 
Philosophical decisions arc nothing but the reflections of com- 
mon life methodized and corrected. Philosophers will never be 
tempted to go beyond common life, so long as they consider 
the imperfection of those faculties which they employ, their 
narrow reach, and their inaccurate operations. We can never, 
form nuy_6atis£actory conclusions with rcgard_to^thc_ origin of 
worlds and the Bituatiou of nature, from and to cteroity.^ » 

JTetaphysiesrtherefore7'm 'th^Bcnsc of knowledge of the ulti- 
mate origin and nature of the universe is impossible: rational 
cosraolog 5 ’„is out of the question, j^or. can ^w e 
liavc a rational , psj-chologj', a science .of Jhe cs; 

of the soul; wc know nothing of an immatc- 
rial, indivisible, imperishable soul-jsubsmncc.j The idea of sub- 
fitanec^is mcaninglcSsS, whether appii^ to matter or to mind. 
The doctrine of the simplicity and indivisibility of a thinking 
substance is a true atheism; if wc accept it, Hume declares, wo 
must embrace Spinozism. Nor have wo, os some philosophers 
hold, any idea of a simple and identical self. There is no aucli 
simple and continued principle in me. When I enter inti- 
mately upon what I call vujsdf, 1 always .stumble on some par- 
ticular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love 
or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never catch vifjself, at any time, 
witliout n perception, and never can obsen'o anything but the 
perception.” Tlic mind is a bundle o^coHoction of different 
perceptions whicir. succeed oSc'anbthcr with an inconceivable 
rapidity, and nredn n perpetual flux and movement. J The mind 
is a kind of theater where several perceptions succes-sively make 
tlicir appearance, pass, repa-ss, glide away, and mingle in on 
infinite variety of postures and situations. There is properlj' 
no simplxeitij in it at one time, nor ideuiiti/ at different times. 
The comparison of the theater must not mislead us, however, we 
arc told. They arc successive perceptions only that constitute 
the mind ; nor have wc the most distant notion of the place where 
these scenes are represented, or of the materials of which it is 
composed. Ever}' distinct i>erception is a distinct existence, and 
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IS different and distinguishable and separable from every other 
perception either contemporary or successive. Is this relation 
of identity something that reaUy binds our several perceptions 
together or only associates their ideas in the imagination? In 
pronouncing concerning the identity of a person, do we observe 
some real bonds among his perceptions or only feel one among 
e 1 eas we form of them f The imderstanding^neje^bserves 
..§?y-L?9l connection among objects; even the union of cause and 
e eet resolves itself into a customary association of ideas. ^ HS«, 

1 entity is nothing really belonging to these different perceptions 
an ^ uniting them together; bnt is merely a quality which we 
attribute to them because of the union of their ideas in the 
imagination, when we reflect on them. Dilind is nothing but a 
eap ^ or collection of different perceptions united together by 
certain relations, and supposed, though falsely, to be endowed 
with a perfect simplicity and identity 
JbeJde^of_necessjty and causation arises entireIy_£roni the 
IhTo^rations'n natur^ Where sioi* 
Freedom and Objects are'cbnistantly conjoined together, the 
Necessity mind is determined by custom to infer the one 
from the appearance of the other. Beyond t bj^ 
consul cqnjunction,o£,sii niiar ob jec ts a nd the_conseqgen^in; 
^erenw^rom one to the other, we have no notion of ^ necesmty^ 
or^^eetion. ^ This idea of necessity is applied 'alsoTo^ the 
voluntary actions of men. All mankind have always agreed on 
8 » e disputes about liberty and necessity are due to mis* 
underetandiegs^ ■,vhich a few intelligible definitions would have 
en e . There is great uniformity in the actions of men ; man- 
kmd is much the same in all times and places. The con junfc 
motives and voluntary actions is as regular and 
^fit^len'eause-and effect in any part ofli^tore, 


aa uiBi Dcxween Muse and effect in any part of nature, 
an^has bee n unive rsally acknowledged among mankind^ It 
seems almosrimnn«;bir'^r^.L:_:“:77; 


umvereau y aclm owledged 

seems a mosrimpossib’le to engage either in science or action e 
any kmd without acknowledging the doctrine of necessity and 
motives to voluntary actions, from characters 
i<j oppose this doctrine in words? It 

s Wnse fhejabe notion o£ neccosity. They bclie« 

cauR<i something like a necessary conhection between 

cause and effect m nature, while they fed no sueh coaoectioo 
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ond, the, reach of our faculties when we carry our specula- 
^ons mto two_ ctomitics, before and afterlhFpfesTnTstatTS^ 
creation and formation, of the..uniyeree; Ur 
existence and pr^rties of spirits, _thc .powers .and operatiocs 

one universal spirit existing without beginning and without 
,end, omnipotent, omniscient, immutable, infinite, and in- 
^^comprehensible. » ' — — - 

" Tlie question is not concerning the being but the nature of God. 
No truth is so certain os the being of God; it is the_groundj!f 
all our hopes, the surest foundation of morality, the firmest sup; 
port of society. Nothing exists without a cause, and the origicai 
cause of this universe (whatever it be) we call God, and piously 
ascribe to lum ever}' species of perfection. But we can n ot cog- 
^ prehend the attributes of tliisjdivine being nor suppose 

have any analogy or likeness to the perfectly of 
a human creature. ^ Hume directs his attacks particularly against 
the armament from design, the so-called teleological proof, which 
attempts to infer the wisdom and goodness of God from the 
order, beauty, and goodness of the universe. Un le ss the cas es 
^bc. exactly__8iniilnr, jve__cannot repose .perfect confidence in xoa' . 
an alogy.hore. iTbere_is a.widc difference .between the 
universe_aud houses, ships, furniture,. and machines, and we are 
no^ justified in inferring simdar causes from n slight slrnilaHty 
in eff ects. ..(Intelligence. iOs true, is an active cause by which 
some particular parts of nature, we find, produce alterations in 
other parts. But thought, design, intelligence, such as we dis- 
cover in men and other animals, is no more than one of the 
springs and principles of the universe, as well as heat or cold, 
attraction or repulsion, and a linndred others which fall under 
daily observation. "WC'Cannot conclude with.propriety.from Jh£. 
p art to the whole ,' But even'irwrcould, what peculiar privi- 
lege has the little agitation in the brain which we caU though^ 
that wc must thus make it the model of the whole universe! 

Can we imagine that nature incessantly copies herself through- 
out so immense a universe ? If we see a house, we conclude with 
t^he greatest certainty that it had an architect or builder,- 
because this is precisely that species of effect which we have 
experienced from tliat species of cause. But the universe-hcaia_ ^ 
POJuclij£sembUpceJo.aJiQjis e_that wo c an with the.same,cgg:^ 
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tainty infer a si milar,caus e^ .or that th e analog y, is here entire 
and perfect .j The dissimilitude is so striking that the utmost 
you can here pretend to is a guess, a conjecture, a presumption 
concerning a similar cause. 

We cannot represent the D eity as s i milar fn_ a human mind ? 
to do'so''woul3*hS“tffyaII”into anthropomorphism. The human 
mind is in constant change j this is not compatible with the 
perfect immutability and simplicity ascribed to the Deity., Be- 
sides, why not stop at the material world? To say the different 
ideas which compose the reason of the Supreme Being fall into 
order, of themselves, by their own nature, has no more meaning 
than to say that the parts of the material world fall into order, 
of themselves, and by their own nature. We have experience 
of matter doing this, and we have experience of mind do- 
ing it. 

The attempt to..mfer the naturej>f J3od„from the nature , of , 
the "um\'erse . m us_t__CDd _in disas ter. ^ this anthropomorphic 
method of reaso ning, we cannot a scribe in ^it y to the divine 
Bemg)Jie<^se~th e effec t is not Jn finite ; .nor p erfecti on, byause* 
thejaniverse w^^not perfect ..Even if it were a perfect produc- 
tion, it would still remain uncertain whether all the excellencies 
of the work can justly be ascribed to the workman. Many worlds 
might have been botched and bungled, throughout an eternity, 
ere this system was struck out, much labor lost, many fruitless 
trials made, and a slow but continued improvement carried on 
daring infinite ages in the art of world-making. Besides, there 
is no proof, on this argument, of the unity of the Deity , per- 
haps many^gods united hi maku^^^world^ Again, men are mor- 
tal and renew their species by genSatidS, hence if we reason 
by analogy, why, then, must we exclude this universal cireum- 
from And wby nra-t compMc, out tcathtopo- 

morphism and ascribe bodies to the Deity or deities? 

A more probable hypothesis than the anthropomorphic theory, 
accoTding,to-Hume,Js that jghicb infers tha t the world is an 
^ima i and the Deity the sonl_ of the world, actuating it and 
world Usclf plainlylresembies more an ani- 
malor a vegetable than it docs a watch or a knitting-loom. Its 
cause, tlierefdre^ U'is more" probably resembles the cause “61 bie 
former. The cause of the former is generation or vegetation. 
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The ca^e of the world, consequently, we may infer to be Bome- 
thing similar to generation or vegetation. 

It is true, these are world-fancies; we have no data to cstab- 
^ lish any system of cosmogony. Our experience is limited and 
imperfect, and can afford no possible conjecture concerning the 
whole of things. But the Jiypothesis which compares the world 
to an animal is as probable as the one which compares it with 
a human contrivance ; indeed, the analogy is more striking in tis 
former case than in the latter. 

I Hume also points out that we cannot conclude from the cni- 
/verse to a being possessing moral attributes like those of men. 
/The purpose and intention of nature seems to be the preserva- 
j_tion and propagation of the species, and not their happiness. 
^jer y e xeeeds hap piness in the world. The fact of pain in 

r ^h»» wnrM xmiit/I 


Dap piness in tne world. The fact ot jiain m 
would prove that God is either no^^j^ol ait or not 


almigh^^ , physical and moral evil do not allow us to infer a 
goo'd God.i It may be said, human reason is too weatlT unde^ 
stand the purpose of the universe; but this docs not allow ns 
to infer anything of God’s goodness; a_mon must infe r fronL 
.^hatjie blows, not from w hat he is ignorant of.,^, 

"'I'j ^ cannot demonstrate a pnon that the Deity is a necessarily 
/ - existent being ; ther^is no_ being jvhose non-exist ence implies s 
contradiction.^ We cannot prove hisTexistence as a nece^iy 
conseciucnce of liis nature, because we do not know what that 
nature is. Tlie_^raaterial universe may, for all we know, 
^y^^iitiesjv hich make its non-eids tence inconceivable., 

■j As to the origin of religion, Hume^'olds ~th^th e beli ef ia. 
!-^Q^..l^J[oLthe. J esuit of qjeculatron, curiosity, or the pure~lo^ 
'iPf -.truth, .but^res^s on the anxious^conc^ for hap piness, 
^■N'-ji dread o f futu re miseiy, the terrokof deathV the. thirst fw «: 
vvenge,.the appetite for food_and_pther necessaries.^'-^j^h^ 

. and not ^eism’ must have.been the first and^'^l 

, ancient j-eligions. ’ “ ' — 

®P^te of these skeptical reflections, Hume declares that ij 
hardly seems possible that any.one.of good Dnderstanding..^2SM 
^ject the Jde^f God when o nce it is" suggested to^him/ ^ 
purpose, an intention, a design, is evident in everything, 
when our comprehension is so far enlarged as to contemplate- , 
the first nse of this visible system, we must adopt, with the 


:?\i: 


' DAVID HUME 


361 


strongest conviction, the idea of some intelligent cause or author. 
The univereal propensity to believe in invisible, intelligent power, 
if n6f*^^n^aljinstihct,’ being at least a general__attend£nt of 
*^]Kutnan nature, may be coMid»e&’ara”kin(J of mark or stamp 
which the divine^ Workman has set upon his worl^How seriously 
these remarks are to he taken in view^f wh'^has been said be- 
fore, the reader is left to decide for himself. 

Theology is not a demonstrable Bcience,*^j!aTmot -prove .the 
^istence.or the nttribntes^of G od.^ T he teleo logical argumentJa 
’Imperfect; anthrop pTnorphism,..prejudice, Hume 
Inclines to an orgamc conception of the universe, 
in this respect opposing the eighteenth-centuiy 
ideal. His view of the ori gin of reli g ion is a lso out of h armonj 
with__th e 31 g^e^pfh ;beDtu ry notions, according Jq 
^qn^owesjts.origin. either to the rational faeulties of primitiv< 
men o r is an inv e ntion .of e^a1^^ priests. .«Hume7reiecte all suci 
t heories : the_J)elie£ in. jjodjs.not the resul^of speculative rea 
soiling, iut., is phased on man^s Mnotmnal ^d* impulsive nature 
The inteilectnali^ic'df'rationalistic explanation is set aside foi 
the voluntaristic conception: religion is rooted in the will 
Moreover, rgliglons.aro not made, but prajo/ ^theism ,has.devel 
oped from jiqly the^_^( ThTsaiue views are introduced by Hume 
into bis theory of, the State; bejrejects _boft^e_theological con 
ceptions and the jcontract th eory which found such favo? in th( 
•e^hteentK'”c^ury. No compact or agreement was expresslj 
formed for general submission ; that is an idea far beyond th« 
comprehension of savages. Each exertion of authority in tht 
chieftain must have been particnlar, and called forth by thj 
present exigencies of the case ; the sensible utili^ resulting from 
his interposition made these exertions become daily more fre 
avA thaw gcadsiatty pMd.vw.ed ew ead 

if you please to call it so, a voluntary, and therefore precarious 
acquiescence in the people. The people, if we are to trace 
government to its first origin in the woods and deserts, are the 
source of all power and jurisdiction, and voluntarily, for the 
-sake of peace and order, abandoned their native liberty, and 
received laws from their eqnals and companions. T he ratioiv 
aUsti e conception _here_ gives wny to th6_Ju*ston'cal-or - genetic 
point of view. 
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52. Rationalistic Reaction in England 


Although erapirieism remained the dominant note in British 
thought from the days of Roger Bacon and William of Occam 
C , down to very recent times, the opposition to this 

School school never entirely disappeared. The rationalis- 

tic traditions of scholasticism were kept alive at the 
universities and among theologians, and spiritualistic systems 
of philosophy arose as a reaction against the radical specula- 
tions of Hobbes, Locke, and Hume. Ralph Cudworth (1617- 
1688), a professor at Cambridge, opposes the atheistic and ma- 
terialistic teachings of Hobbes from the standpoint of Chris- 
tian Platonism in his Tnte IntellecUial System of the Universe, 
1678. He accepts Descartes’s rationalism, but rejects all me- 
chanical explanation of nature as leading to atheism. All men 
have the same fundamental notions or categories, and what is 
clearly and distinctly perceived is true. These a priori cat^ 
gorics are the constant reflections of the nniversal reason, of 
God’s mind, and likewise form the nature or essence of things. 
Among such innate truths are the moral laws, which are as bind- 
ing on God as the axioms of mathematics. Cudworth’s ethical 
philosophy is given in his posthumous work, Treatise concerning 
Eternal and Immutable Morality, 1731, and A Treatise of Tree 
Wm, 1838. 


O^er members of the Cambridge school of Platonists and opponenU 
of English empiricism are: Henry More (1614-1637; Enchiridion 
metaphysicum, Enchiridion ethicum, 1668); Theophilus Gale (16^ 
1677; Pkihsophia universalis, 167G); and John Norris (1657-17llt 
the Theory of the Ideal or Intelligible IVorld, NOI' 

See the worts on English philosophy mentioned on pp. 254, f-» 
lulloeh, Rational Theology, etc., vol. II: Martinean. lupes of Ethicoi 


The rationalistic conception that there is universal and nec- 
essary fnith, both speculative and practical, not derived from 
experience, continues in the English thought of the eighteenth 
century. Samuel Clarke (1675-1729; Discourse concerning 
Vnalteralle Obligations of Natural Religion, 1708) teaches that 
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there nre eternal and necessaiy differences and relations of 
things, and that dinne and human reason perceives these as 
they arc : no one can refuse to assent either to a correct mathe- 
matical proof or to moral truth. "WUliam "Wollaston (1659- 
1724; The Hclighn of Nature Delineated, 1722) and Richard 
Price (1723-1791; Review of the Principal Questions in Morals, 
1758, and Lciters on Materialism and Philosophical Necessity, 
1778) agree Tvith this view, which is later taken up by the Scot- 
tish philosophy of Reid and his school. 

The Scottish school, led by Thomas Reid (1710-1796), repre- 
sents a reaction against the idealism of Berkeley and the skep- 
ticism of Hume. Empiricism bad ended in the Scottish 
denial of the verj' things which the common-sense Common- 
of mankind accepts as the most certain facts of Sense School 
kno^Ylcdge, — the existence of an external world and the exist, 
cnce of an immortal soul, — indeed, it had called in question the 
possibility of truth itself. If the notions of substance and cau- 
sality arc more illusions, and objects mere ideas in our heads, 
a substantial soul is impossible, tlic existence of God undemon* 
strable, and philosophy breaks down. Philosophy cannot con- 
tradict the common consciousness of mankind. Sensation car- 
ries with it an immediate belief in the reality of the object, 
and this immediate certainty supplies us \vith a criterion of 
truth. All proof rests on such direct knowledge, on self-evident, 
not further provable principles. The knowledge of these prin- 
ciples and of the criterion of truth is common-sense: sneh prin- 
ciples, which we discover by observation, are cither first prin- 
ciples of necessary truths or first principles of continent truths, 
or truths expressing matters of fact. As belonging .to the 
former class, Reid mentions: the axioms of logic and mathe- 
matics, the principles of grammar, taste, morals, and raeta- 
pliysical principles; among the latter he cites: the existence of 
cverj’ thing of which I am conscious; the thoughts of whicli I 
am conscious are the thoughts of a being which I call myself, 
my mind, my person; our own personal identity and continued 
existence; things really exist which we distinctly perceive by 
our senses, and arc what we perceive them to be; we have some 
degree of power over our actions and the determinations of our 
will; the natural faculties by which we distiuguish truth from 
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error ore not fallacious; licre is life and intelligence in on 
fellon--mcn ; what is to be, will probably be like to what has been 
in similar circumstances. 


wZZ 2rT Dogald Slewart (1753-1823; CoIlwW 

e?' W by Hsmillon, 18M-1S38). Thomas Brows (1778-1S20| 
"“r S''”'"’" o"d Eject, 1603) seeks lo reeoncBe 

nntnc with the philosophy of eommon-sense. In Sir 
WUJiam llamillon this philosophy comes iiniler the influence of Kanti 
cnticism. The German philosophers of the Enlightenment wire 
attracted to the Scottish philosophy, with which they had ninch fa 
nflf. r "“"Y “b ‘be writings of the school. In Fianw, 

liojcr-CoIIard nnd Th. Jouffroy espoused the philosophy of commoo- 
sense in opposition to sensationalism, materialism, and positirisn. 
(Sm pp. 3S0, f., 504, 513, ff.) . 

Wntings of Reid: An Inquiry into the Human Mind on thePrineipUs 

7 h • i p»l]5C‘‘?'l^^orks by Hamilton, 7th ed., 1872; Selecticms 
Sneath. Sco Fraser, Jleid} Peters, T. Beid aU Kritiler 
morement sec especially the works co 
Scottish and English philosophy mentioned pp. 2 ^, t 


DETELOPMENT OP RATIONALISM IN GERMAKT 
53. Gottfried Wiliielj! Leibniz 

Philosophy made little headway in Germany daring the cen- 
turies preceding the eighteenth. The barren theological contro-’ 
Rise of following the Reformation, and the Thirty 

German ” ( 1618 - 1648 ), were not favorable to the 

Culture development of science and philosophy. The period 
Y , . _ ^^jeh produced Shakespeare, Bacon, Milton, and 
Locke in England, Slontaigne, Corneille, Racine, Moliere, Pascal, 
nd Descartes m Prance, found culture at a low ebb in the land 
no „ vf German language itself seemed to have perished 

higher classes spoke French and 
thp mnfh ^ Latin, — the common people alone used 

the mother-tongue. French culture was introduced through the 
imtless courts whicli were patterned after the French pater- 
of GpI? 'R^ith the division 

of natinn r ° ®P®°dent territorial principalities, the spirit 
nationalism declined, and Germans became ashamed of th« 
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German name. The nniversities»— in this respect like those of 
England and France, — took no part in disseminating modern 
ideas; the new science and philosophy grew up outside of the 
universities and were encouraged by educated polite society. 
The first great representatives of the new culture in Germany 
are: Samuel Pufendorf (1632-1694), who introduced natural 
law into Germany, Christian Thomasius (1655-1728), who pub- 
lished the first periodical in the German language and was the 
first to lecture in German, — at the UniveMity of Leipzig, — and 
Leibniz, who distinguished liimself' in mathematics, jurispru- 
dence, and philosophy. Walter von Tsehimhausen (1651-1708), 
who corresponded with Spinoza and Leibniz, accepted the mathe- 
matical method, but held that all deductions must begin with 
the facts of experience and find their verification in experience. 
All these thinkers are pioneers of modernism in Germany and 
forerunners of the Enlightenment, which had already begun to 
sow its seed in England and In France and which was destined 
to reap a rich harvest in the land of Lessing, Goethe, and 
Kant. 

Descartes assumes two distinct principles of explanation, body 
and mind, the essential attributes of which are, respectively, 
extension and thought. Spinoza sets up one uni- problem 
versal sutetanee, which, however, is conceived as 
both extended and thinking. Both philosophers regard the 
physical and mental realms as two absolutely clo^d systems, 
■with the difference that Descartes permits interaction between 
the two at a single point in the human brain. Everything on 
the physical side is explained physically: for both the cor- 
poreal universe is a machine. The mechanical explanation was 
accepted by modem philosophers and modem natural scientists 
alika. ' tt ■mat ■witJh. ■vig.Qtims opposUimi, however, tram, the 
philosophical-theological scholastic systems which dominated 
most of the universities, and was condemned as a godless doc- 
trine that failed to take account of the divine purpose in the 
world. Like his predecessors, Leihniz became acquainted with 
the scholastic metaphysics at the university' and subscribed to 
the_traditional_worT3-vi?w of the Protestant schoolmen in his 
youth. But the study of modern philosophy and science and, 
e^ecially, his discovery of the infinitesimal calculus caused a 
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significant advance in his thonght, and suggested the necessity 
of a thcorj* that would do justice to the achievements of modern 
science and philosophy as well as to the valuable elements in 
Chnstian-scholastic speculation,— a system, in short, that would 
reconcile mechanism and teleology, natural science a nd theolo gy, 
modem and ancient philosophy. And the mathematician ‘Weigel 
of Jena, his teacher, had convinced him of the truth of a con- 
ception that remained the basis and guiding principle of all his • 
later efforts to construct a world-view : the Pythagorean-Platonic 
notion of the harmon}’ of the universe. He never abandoned thel 
idea that the universe is a harmonious whole, governed by mathe-i 
matical and logical principles, that mathematics and metaphysics 
are, therefore, the fundamental sciences and the demonstrative 
method the true method of philosophy. ^ 


. Wilhelm Leibniz (lWC-1716) was bora in Leipzig, and 

Scuuiea law, philosophy, and mathematics at the universities of hs 
Jena, and Altdorf, receiving his doctorate in law from 
the last-named institution in bis twentieth year. Among his teachers 
Thomasius, the father of the celebrated Christian Thomasins, 
and E. wetgel. After a sojonm (1670-1672) at Mayence, where he 
was engaged in the reform of the legal procedore of the Electorate, *• 
Md a diplomatic mission to Paris (1672-1676), be was called to 
Hanover as court councilor and librarian, a post which he held to 
the day of bis death (1710). 

Among his writings, which consisted, for the most part, of shorter 
KMys in Latin, French, and German, published in learned joumsls, , 
Vrf..'. letters, are: Meditationes de coffnilione, veritate ^ 

wcw, It>S4- awr la question si Vessence du corps consiste 

letenaue, iuai; Nouveau syslMe de la nature. 16D5; Nouveau^ tsssa 
^«mam (in reply to Locke’s Essay, 1704; first pah- 
lished 1765); Be tpsa natura, 1693: Essais de Theodicie, 1710; 
monadologte, 1714; Principej de la nature et de la grace, 1714- ' 

collection of philosophical writings edited by J. E. Erdmann, 18^0/ 
rSf icon"'); 2 vols., 1860; by Gerhard^ 

vols., 1875-1890: Germnn i.- ’ loaa^iRiO NeV 


LIp&i Geiman wriUngs by Guirauer, 1838-1840. Nev 

Kw • P fragmlnts inedits; Kabitz, Der ;««£' 

bv^SnS^v-'aAf ^y Duncan, 2d ed.; New Essm 

Exllluion^orfL^P^-F' Mnia's New Essays; B. Russell, Criti(f 
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(R^v. At met. tl morate, S, pp. 1-23) ; Renouvier, La nouvelle mo«a<fo-. 
logit; de Careil, Leibniz, Descartet et Spinoza; E, Pfleiderer, Leibniz 
xtnd Geulincx;- Stela, Z^tbniz und Spinoza; monographs on the Leib- 
nizian and Lockian theories of knotrledge by Hartenstein, von Benoit, 
and Thilly; van Biema, L’espaee et le temps chez Leibniz et chez Kant. 
Cf. also Zeller's able work, Die deutsehe PhilosopJiie seit Leibniz; 
Fabre, La pensee moderne (from Luther to Leibniz) ; iloller, De Leibniz 
d Degel. 

Leibniz examined the presuppositions of the new science and 
found them inadequate. Even the facts of physics, he felt, 
could not be satisfactorily explained by the' by- . 
pothesis of merely extended bodies and motion. ^ 

De scartes had taught tha t the quantity of motion * 

.i s constant . But bodies come to rest and'hodies begin to move : 

^ motio n seems to be l ost and-gained. — This- would vio la te the 
'xpnaci pje of coniinuittj , the principle that nature makes no leaps. 
There must" b^ sometKing^ that pereists~ when motiQn''ceases,' a 
ground of motion: this is force,' or th e co nfltds, or the tendency 
of'tEe”body to move or to continue its mo tion; and ’"force is 
co ^antln quanfi t)\l lienee, there is no substance that 'does 
not act, th at is not^^ie expression o f force: what does not act 
does not.e:ust;^nly wha^h actual is real." Consequently, force, 
and not extension, is the essetrtfal"a(lribute of body. Hence, 
also, thrTaw of the cons'erv^on of "motion must give way to 
the law, of .the eonservationjoLforcc-or-Energj-.— Another proof 
that extension cannot be the essential attribute of body is found 
in the composite nature of extension : that which is made up of 
parts_cannot be^‘“^nmp'“ principle. Something simple is 
needed, and fo^e is such a simple, indivisible reality. 

The geometric_pr static conception' oT'naturtTir'replaced, in 
the Leibnizian philosophy, by the dy tiqmtc -or e nergetic view. 
Bodies do not exist by virtue of extensi on , bureitension~eBsta 
by vir ^e of bodies ( forces) ; there could be no extenslbn'ivith- 
ou t forc e, ■without_dynammJb^j^^' According to Descartes, the 
existence of bodies presuppases extension; according to Leibniz, 
extension presupposes the ^istence of ‘bodies or forces. Force 
is the source or “ fountain of the mechanical world,*' the me- 
chanical world the sensible appearanc^f "fortSsr^'* ‘ ‘Extension 
presupposes in the body a property, attribute, of nature that 
extends itself, spreads itself out, and continues itself.” There 
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is a force in body that precedes all extension. It is ovring to 
the force of resistance in the body that it appears as impeae- 
trable and limited, or as matter. Every unit of force is an 
mdivisib lc union of soul ond matter, actmty and passivliy; it 
is an organizing, self-determining, purposive force that also lim- 
its itself or has the power of resistance. 

I Space, therefore, is conceived by Leibniz as the result of the 
harmonious coexistence of forces; hence it has no absolute exist- 
ence, — ^tliere is no absolute space in which things exist,— but it 
is relative to the things and would disappear with them. Forces 
do not depend on space, but space depends on the forces. Hence, 
there can be no empty space between things and beyond things: 
where forces cease to act, the world comes to an end. 


B ody, then, is a p lurality of simple forces. Since many things 
exist, there is not onT'single force in nature, but_an__iDfiflit8 
Doctrine of forces, every one of which is a particu- 

Monads lar, i ndividnal jubstance. Fofce“is lndiv5iBle“^r 
simple, hence it is. immaterial, unextend'ed. Sim* 
pie substances or forces are called by Leibniz^metaphy®*®^^ 
points, formal atoms, essential forms, substantial forms, or 
monads, units. They are not physical points, for these are noth- 
ing but compressed bodies; they are not m athematical points, 
for these, though " true ” points, are not “ real,'* but merely 
points of view.” Only metaphysical points are tnie.and real; 
without them there would be nothing reS, for without units 
th^ could be no manifoldness. Jloreover, "such force-atoms ' 

must be eternal fthey cannot be'destroyed, only a miracle could 

destroy them, — nor can they b6 creat^riu'on^s can "neither ' 
arise nor disappear. The original scholastic conception of indi-l 
vidual active substantial forms, which Leibniz carried away with J 
him from the university, is 'thus transformed into the doctrine > 
of individual forces. 

^ "We know now that the world of bodies is composed of ao 
infinite number of dynamic units, or immaterial, unextended, 
simple units of force. What else can we say of this principle, 
where can we study it! In ourselves. We discover such a sim- 
ple immaterial substance in our own inner life: the soul is such 
1 substance. What is true of it, will be true, in a measure, of 
111 monads. Reasoning by analogy, Leibniz interprets the 
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monads as spiritu al or p^chie f orces. There is something 
analogous in them to our sensations ahd“te^encies (conations, 
will) ; they have “ percep tion and ^a^^eti ti^.** T he same 
principle, that express^ itsSTln the jpi nd o f man is active in 
bod y, plant, and antmaL There is force everywhere, there is 
no vacuum anywhere j every part of matter is like a garden full 
of plants;’ all “matter is ahimate^ 'alive, ewen to its minutest 
parts. ■ ■ 

V'But how can there he mind in the stone, a nd even in the 
plant ? Well, says Leibniz, min d is not absolutely th e same in ~ 
stone, plant, and man. Fo r Descar te s there is nothin gjancoa-” 
seiou^m mind and nothing nnextended in _matter."Tnc~^ts 
of physics, however, show that natnre i s essentially immaterial, 
and the facts of psychology show that mind is essentially^con” 
scions. Bodi’''Sn3~«tensi5n"are 'not'i deDtic aI~teYiflsy"fiB(l~'mind 
ahd.' ^n scioosDess.are not identical ferms. 5Iin3 ‘"consists of 
perceptions and tendenciesT”'Thcse'’perceptions differ in clear- 
ncss’ancl "distinctne^in^different monads; indeed, the human 
mind itself reveals percoptiM5'of“differcnt“'degrees of clarity. 
When I attend, carefully to an object, '“tlir^emeDts'atlenged'’io~ 
stand out clearly and distinctly, whereas the surrounding 'parts’ 
become successively more and more obscure and indistinct, 'until 
theyTre not discerned at_ all. The farther an object is from'the 
focus of my attention, the smaller and fainter it is. There are, 
therefore, clear perceptions and obscure perceptions; the latter 
are called “ smll perceptjons,” perceptions petites. Sensation 
cannot distinguish in the roar of the ocean the different elements 
or the minute perceptions produced by the motion of each sepa^ 
rate wave, and yet every^ one of these separate sounds is~cbn-“ 
tained in the sensation. (Just as there are different degrees of 
clearness in the inonad, so monads differ among themselves in 
the clearness of their perceptions. 'In'the“very*loVeBt monads, 
eve^'thing is obscure and confused, in a condition resembling 
sleep; they exist in a kind of "wmatose state: such dornianriife — 
w^find in the plant. In animals there is perception with raem- 
ory, t*.c., consciousness; in man, consciousness becomes still 
clearer; here it is called apperception, being a “ reflexive knowl- 


edge of the inner state, or self;jeonsciousness^ 

\ Every monad has the power of perception or representation ; 
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it perceives or represents and expresses t^e'^entire nniverse. In 
tins sense it is a ivorld in miniature, a micjwo^m; it is a “ living 
mirror of the universe," a concentrated*' world, a world for itself. 
But each monad represents the universe in its own way, from 
/its own point of view, with different degrees of clearness ;'it is 
limited, an individual, and has other individuals outside it. The 
higher the monad, the more clearly and distinctly it perceives 
or expresses or represents its part of the world; the monads 
nearest to it, or its own body, it represents most clearly. From 
this teaching it follows that “ every body feels everythingjhat 
occurs in the entire universe, so that any one who sees all could 
read in each particular thing that which happens^everywhew™' 


else and, besides, nil that has happened and, will happen, per- 
ceiving in the present that which is remote in time and space.” 


The monads, moreover, form a graduated progressive series, 
from the lowest to the highest. The universe" is composed of 
on infinite number of monads in a gradually ascending scale 
of clearness, ^nb^iwo monads being exactl y alike; if they were, 
they could nbt'''possibly”be‘(fis^mguished (the principle of in- 
f There are no leaps in nature, no breaks in the 
line from the lowest to the highest; there is a continuous 
of infinitesimal differences from the dullest piece 'of 'iaorgam^ 
matter t6_ God. Nothing is uninhabited, nothing unfroitfnir. 
noting dead in the universe.'" God is the highest and perfect^ 
monad, pure activity (actus punts), thT original monad, thr 
monad of monads. The principle of continuity demands snch i 
mpreme monad.) 

Spinoza accepts one universal substance, Leibniz 'an infinitf 
lumber of them.) Descartes also assumes a pluraUty of sub^ 
itances, but his substances are diametrically opposed to one 
mother in essence (mind and matter), while the Leibnizian 
orces are essentially ahke. (iiccording to the Atomists, too, there 
■re many homogeneous realities, but they are material; whereas 
or Leibniz they are spiritual. ^ Like Plato 's ideas the Leibnizian 
•rmciples are eternal purposes, but they are in the things, as 
LTistotle taught : monads are entelechies. “ To understand me,” 
/eibniz declared, ‘ you must understand Democritus, Plato, and 
Mnl! 1 “ ® younger days, he had held that particular 

hmgs alone are real, that univemaL have their real ground to 
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particulars and do not exist apaji; from them, except in the 
mind of God. This indmdualistie and pluralistic conception 
he never abandoned; indeed, he broke up the entire universe 
into an infinite number of individual existences and made every 
one of them a spiritual entity. 

! Every monad is in process of evolution and realizes its nature 
/with inner necessity. It is not determined from without; it has 
no windows through which anything can enter; everjdhing it 
is to be is potential or implicit in it. This follows necessarily 
from the principle of continuity : nothing can be in the monad 
which has not alwa 3 's been llicre, and notb|ngjjan_ever come 
info irih'at is not in it n ow. I t passes throu gh a series of stages 
of Evolution, unfoldingwh at ^ p reform^, in_it. The entire 
human "xace was preformed in the seed of Adam and in the 
ovaries of Eve, The developed indiridual existed in germ, pre* 
formed in miniature, in the embi^'O-i^Nothing in the monad can 
be lost, all is pre serv ed in, the later stag es, and the f uture st ages 
are predetermined in the earlier on gs. Hence, every monad is 
*^chOj‘gGd '^itbjhe.post,*’ andjs.!lbig witb^the future.” Thb 
doctrine of proformation (the incasement thcorj-) was common 
among the biologists of Leibniz’s time (Leuwenhoek and Swam> 
merdam). It was opposed by the theory of cpigcncris (” pro- 
gressive formation and differentiation of organs from a germ 
primitivelj’ homogeneous ”), advanced b^' Caspar F. Wolff in 
1759; but the latter conception did not meet with general ac- 
ceptance until after the appearance of Darwin’s Ori£>{n of 
Spectes in 1859. > 

The difference between organic and inorganic bodies is de- 
scribed as follon*s. ^Both are composed of monads or centers 
of force, but the organism contains a central monad, a ” qvreen 
• a SwA, wV.S^Yl ’K.pVftSMlte, W ViTfi oi 

the entire body, and which is the guiding principle of the 
monads surrounding it. Inorganic bodies arc not centralized 
in this waj’, hut consist of a mere mass or aggregation of monads. 
The higher the bo dics,_tbc.roore,organized tbej * arc , — the higher 
organism forming a _well-ordered union oLmonads. 

’This'suggests the problem of the relation of mind and bodi*. 
How does the central monad infiuence its bo<ly ? We might as- 
sume interaction between them, but Leibniz has alreadj' told 
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us that monads have no 'windows, that they cannot be influenceil 
or acted upon from without. ( The occasionalistic doctrine that 
God created both body and mind and regulates the actions of 
each to keep time one with the other, as the watchmaker regulates 
his clocks, is also rejected. ^'teibniz’s explanation is that Godin 
creating minds and bodies has so arranged it, f rom the v ery 
two shall go together: the relation between 
soul and body is a relation of harmony preestablished by God^ 
CausahjnteractionJs.oiit,of the.questiom- There is a parallelism, 
or concomita}icc, between the mental and physical states: in this 
sense the body is the material expression of the soul. It must 
not be forgotten, however, that the body itself consists of num- 
berless monads or psychic forces, every one of which is organic 
and acts in accordance with the preordained law of its nature. 

Souls act according to the laws of final causes, by means of 
desire, ends, and means. Bodies act according to the laws of 
eiBciont causes or motions. And the two realms are in harmony 
with one another." In other words, the organic body and its 
minutest parts are preformed by God: they are “divine 
automata " or “ divine machines." 


This thought is extended to embrace the universe as a whole. 
All monads act together like the parts of an organism, every 
one of which has its function to perform. Everything is causally 
related, but causation means no more than concomitant changes, 
a harmo^^s aiUon of the parts, which has been predetermined 
y God. '■(jpd, in other words, has.arranged his universe in such 
n^,way-that it. works ^vithout,iiiterference from him: every state 
in every monad follows as the effect of the preceding state in 
that monad, and acts in unison with the states of all the other 
monads. Th e harmony in the universe is thoroughgoing. Jlvery* 
ning in nature can be mechanically explained in the sense that 
th^e i5_^w, or^r, uni formit y in the physical realm.' But the 
plan of the whole points to a higher reason: God is the ultimate 
cause of aU oeeurrenee. “ The source of mechanics lies in meta- 
physics, 13 the motto which Leibniz places at the head of Ha 
system* 


Wc cannot demonstrate the necessity of the laws of nature, 
the laws of motion ; they are not necessary like the laws of loeto 
arithmetic, and geometiy. Their existence depends on Iheir 
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utility, and tliis finds its ground in the \risdom of God. Got 
has chosen them as of realizing his purpose, hence tht 
world owes its existence to the purpose in the mind of God: Got 
is the final cause who uses secondary or efficient causes as means 

Here we have the promised reconciliation of mechanism and 
teleology. Nature can be explained \nthout introducing the 
notion of purpose, but the mechanical philosophy leads us tc 
God, for we cannot explain the univereal principles of physics 
and mechanics without divine purpose. Religion and reasor 
a fe~thus harmonized. ‘ There is also a harmony between the 
physical kingdom j)f nature and th e moral kin g dom of g race, 
that is, aU rational souls and God^himself. The souls are copies 
of God, little divinities in their own deportments; man's reason 
is like God’s reason in kind, though differing from it in degree. 
Man’s purpose, too, ag'rees with God’s. Hence, we have a king- 
dom or union of spirits, a harmony of souls. It is a moral 
kingdom in contrast to the pbysicalJdngdom, — a kingdom of 
grace, as Leibniz calls it. But there is harmony between the 
two, between God the builder of the machine of the universe 
and God the monarch of the divine spiritual State. 

This brings us to Leibniz’s theology. God is the highest 
monad, the monad of monads. His existence is proved in several 

wap. The principle of continuity demands a 

liighest mona d at the en d of th e senes of f orces. 

Moreover, a cause is needed to explain the monads themselves,* 
in accordance with the principle of sufficient reason (the causal 
or cosmological argument). Finally, the order and harmony of 
nature call for a harmon izer (the physico-theological proof). 
The cause of the world must be outside of it; it must also be 
one since the universe is one, and it mu^ be rational because 
Vaere is ordtrr in it. iMitAhet ar^raieCt is oSered wiiieii may 
be called an epistemological proof. There are eternal and nec- 
essary truths, the truths of logic and geometry, which presup- 
pose an eternal intellect in which to exist. 

* Leibniz defines ibe monads as eternal substances in bis metaphysical 
discussions, but adds tliat only a miracic could destroy a monad. In 
his theology, lionrever, he declares that God created the monads and that 
God alone can destroy them. SomeUmes be calls them fnlgurations ” 
or manifestations of God, thus closely appnmmating to the pantbeistie 
conception. 
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God as a monad is an individual, a person. But he transcends 
all monads, he is supernatural and superrational, the most per- 
fect and most real being. Man cannot form a perfectly clear 
/idea of God, because God is the Iiighcst monad and mnn is lim- 
ited. ( Only a perfect mind could know a perfect mind. Man, 

'^however, raises the qualities which every monad possesses in a"^, 
certain degree, to the highest power, and attributes to God 
omnipotence, omniscience, and absolute goodness. In this way 
we form a conception of God: he is superrational, bat not 
contra-rational. Man also has obscure ideas of God, confused 
notions, a kind of longing or striving for God. There are, there- 
fore, different stages of religion, corresponding to the different 
degrees of clearness with which the Deity is known. 

' God, being perfect, does not undergo change and develop- 
ment as do all other monads. He is complete in himself and 
his knowledge is complete; he secs all things whole and at a 
glance.| He is reality realized. He created the world according 
/ to a plan, and chose this world as the best of all possible worlds 
/ His choice was not groundless, but determined by the principle 
of goodness, that is, by moral necessity. He is also determined ^ 
by logical necessity ; that is, the fundamental laws of thought arc 
binding on him as well as on man. 

But liow shall we account for evil in the world on this theorj’t 
i^^^The world is the best possible world, tliat is, the one in which 
^^there is the greatest possible variety and harmony at once. P 
ri IS not perfect, however, it has its defects; God could not eipress 
j' his nature in finite forms without limitation and impediment. 
Sueli limitations are metaphysical evils ; they result in pain and 
suffering (physical evil) and sin (moral evil). Besides, evil 
IS a foil to goodness and beauty ; Uke the dark phases of a picture, 
it helps to bring out the good. Again, virtue gains strength in 
e<^bating evil ; evil is the spur that goads us to good action. 
These arguments go back to the Stoics and Neoplatonism, and 
had become common property in the Christian theology of the 
Middle Ages. 

Ethics is a rational science. There are certain moral princi- 
ples native to the soul which cannot be demonstrated, but frocJ 
which other moral truths necessarily follow. They operate nn- 
consciously m us, as instincts, but we may become aware of 
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them. Tims the trutli that wc craght to seek pleasure and avoid 
pain is based on confused knowledge and inner eiperience, on 
the instinctive desire for happincs-s. From this 
principle others can be deduced, so self-evident in 
character that even a band of robbers would have to obey them 
to preserve their union. 

Moral instincts guide men directly and without deliberation, 
but not irresistibly, for they may be corrupted by the passions 
and by evil habits. Tlie principle of justice is found even in 
savages and forms a part of their nature. Although tradition, 
habit, and education help in developing such tendencies of the t 
soul, they arc ultimately rooted in human nature itself. ^ 

It is true, men do not always obey the inborn laws of mo- 
rality, but this does not prove that they arc ignorant of them. 

It b not an ailment against the innateness of a moral prin- 
ciple to say that it is not recognized as such, nor is the public 
violation of such a law an argument; it is rather a proof of 
ignorance of the law. The fact b, these mlcs arc not always 
clearly perceived, but need to be proved, just as the proposi- 
tions of geometry require demonstration. Attention and method 
arc necessary to bring tliem to the surface, and even scholars 
may not be fully conscious of them. 

Jlental life b, as we have found, essentially perception and 
appetite, that is, cognition and conation. Tim union of appetite .. 
and perception is called impulse or desire. TVill is conscious ' • 
impulse or striving, impulse guided by a clear idea. Hence, will ' 
is never an indifferent will, or caprice, but always determined by 
an idea. Jfan b free in the sense that he b not determined from 
witliout, — the monad has no windows by which anything can 
enter to compel it, — ^lic b, however, determined from within, by 
hb own natuTo, by hb own impulses and Ideas. Choice follows 
the strongest desire. To desire to be free to decide for one act 
ratlicr Uian another b to desire to be a fool. 

Leibniz's theoiy of knowledge rests on his metaphysical pre- 
suppositions. He accepts the rationalistic idfial that genuine 
knowledge is universal and necessary, that it is based on prin- 
ciples not derived from experience. The universe is a mathc- 
matical-logical system which reason alone can decipher. Since 
the soul-monad is an independent being which no external cause 



37G 


MODEHN PHILOSOPHY 


can influence, knowledge cannot come to it from without, tot 
must arise within the soul itself. The soul, therefore, canaolfe 
Logic and empty tablet upon which external nature ivritei 

Theory of characters, os Locke holds. All our loiowledge 

Knowledge implicit in the mind; sensation and under- 

. . standing alike ; experience does not create it, tut 

M t\' cleared up, made explicit by experience 

Nothing can exist in the intellect that did not first exist in sen- 
sation; truc.^xcept, Leibniz adds, the intellect itself. But 
even if we disregard the monadic t!ieor>’, he declares, it can be 
proved that knowledge does not come from the senses. If it did, 
universal knowledge would be impossible, for so-called empirical 
ruths arc without necessity, they arc accidental propositions: 
we cannot assert that because something has happened, it wwt 
a^ wajs happen in the same way. Universal and necessaiy propo- 
sitions cannot bo derived from the senses; they have their seat 
and origin in the mind itself. 

Locke hod argued that there can be no such innate or a priori 
nowledge because we arc not always conscious of it. borii® 
would^ be right if nothing could be native to the mind without 
tbe mind's being conscious of it. If the Cartesian identification 
of mental life with consciousness js legitimate, the empiriobt’s 
oiguments are valid. The mind, however, is not always eon- 
scious of Us ideas: ideas and principles may exist in tbe mi^d 
without our being conscious of them. Still, if it could be shown 
that all our truths actually spring from sensation, this correc- 
t^ion of the Lockian view would do us no good. But it cannot 
e s lown. ^ The propositions derived from experience, or reached 
y in uetion, are wanting in universality and necessity; they 
0 not yield certain knowledge : however numerous the examples 
ot an occurrence may be, they do not prove that the event will 
always and necessarily fake.plnc^We possess knowledge which 
does not depend on the testimo^ of the senses: propositions 
that are universal and necessary, as, for example, the truths 
of mathematics. It is evident that the mind itself adds some- 
th^ing m this case which the senses cannot furnish. Logie, meta- 
p ysics, ® theology', and jurisprudence are full of propo- 
sitions which rest on principles haring their origin nowhere but 
m the mmd ibelL To bo sure, without senscexperience « 
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miglit never become conscious of such principles; our senses 
furnish the occasion for our perceiving them, but they do not 
produce or create them. Without them there would be no sci- 
ence at all, but only a collec ^on _p f.details. “ The final proof 
of neeessarj' truths comes from the understanding alone, and 
the other tru ths are d eriv_e_cLfpDm-,ex'periences, or the_ observa- 
tion of the senses. Our mind is capable of knowing both, hut it 
is Itself the source of the former. However numerous the par- 
ticular experiences we have of a universal truth may be, we can 
never be absolutel3’ sure of it by induction, unless we know its 
neccssitj' throu gh re ason.** ** The senses can arouse, justify, 
and verify such truths, but n ot demonstrate their eternal and 
in evitable certitude .** 

Such innate truths do not exist in the soul as conscious truths : 
“ we cannot read off the eternal laws of reason as the edicts 
of the prmtor are read off from the book, but we can discover 
them in ourselves by attending to them when the senses offer us 
the occasion,” Ideas and truths are innate as tendencies, pre- 
dispositions, and natural potentialities, and not as actions, ‘ ' al- 
though these potencies are always accompanied by certain, often 
insensible, actions, which respond to them.” In this sense, 
ariUimetic and geometiy are potential in us; wc can draw them 
out of ourselves without employing a single empirical truth. 
That such truths are discovered later than the ~ideas of which 
they consist (Locke) proves nothing against their originalify; 
nor does the fact that we first leam the signs, then the ideas, 
and then the trutlis themselves. General principles, — the prin- 
ciple of identify, for example,— constitute the very life of our 
thinking; the mind depends on them every moment, although 
great attention may be required to become aware of them. We 
of vj. «!;« vav 

soning, without being conscious of them. That there arc also 
such innate principles in the field of ethics, we have already 
seen. 

A bare faculfy of receiving Ideas is, therefore, a fiction. Bat 
so are the pure faculties or powers of the schoolmen fictions 
or abstracUons. We never find a faculty anywhere that is shut 
up in'Itseff, that does not do anj'thing: the soul is always pre- 
disposed to act in a particular ^wa^’, in one way rather than 
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■m nnotlior, i.c., possesses cIcBnite tendencies. Esperienee b 
neees.sao- to stir up the soul, but eannot create ideas. The seal 
IS not a piece of wax on which impressions are stamped; those 
who^ reprd it thus, really make a material entity of it. The 
empiricist objects tliat there is nothing in the intellect that did 
not ^ist before in sensation. He is right, says Leibniz, only 
he should add, — except the intellect itself. The soul contains 
witlun Itself Being, Substance, Unity, Identity, Cause, Pereep- 
ion, Reasoning, and Quantity, — notions which the senses could 
never give us. 

In this teaching, Leibniz aims to reconcile the differences be- 
ween apriorism and empiricism, a task which was aftenvarSs 
undertaken on such a large scale by Kant. He also partly antici- 
pates Kant in his conception of space as a form of the mini 
Sense-perception and intelligence are, as functions of the in- 
divisible monad, the same in kind, but they differ in degree. 
Sensations are obscure and confused ideas, while the objects of 
the understanding arc clear and distinct. Sense-perception does 
not know things in their true reality, as tliey are in themselres, 
that is, as active spiritual substances or monads, bat perceives 
them, obscurely and confusedly, as phenomena, os spatial. Tbe 
cwxistence of monads, which for clear conceptual thought is 
a harmonious order of spiritual substances, is perceived byse^s^ 
perception as an extended pbenomenal world. In other words, 

^ e perceiving subject sees and imagines the spiritual order 
space: ‘ our ideas of space, figure, motion, rest,’ 
J^eibmz tells us, “ have their origin in the common sense, in 
the^ mind itself, for they are ideas of the pure understanding, 
which, however, have reference to the external world.” Ac- 
cor ing to this view, the idea of space is native to the mind, 
as ant later taught. It is not, however, as we have already 
n, mere y an idea in us, or merely a way of looking at things, 
coexistence of monads; an objective 
• . ^ from the coexistence of monads. But space 

f f expression or manifestation or phenomenon 

of force, which is tlie real thing. 

through innate princi; 

are thp reasonings are based. Among these ; 

p meip e of identity and contradiction, which is tbe 
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criterion of truth in the sphere of pure thought, and the prin- 
ciple of sufficient reason, which is the criterion of truth in the 
sphere of csperience. The principle of sufficient reason has not 
merely a logical meaning for Leibniz,— everj' judgment must 
have a ground or reason which proves its truth; — ^it is a meta- 
physical principle as well,— eveiything must have a sufficient 
reason for being; — it implies logical ground and real ground 
(ratio copaoscendi and ratio cssendt). On it arc based physics, 
ethics, metaphysics, arid theology': “ unless wc accept it, the 
proof of the existence of God and of many philosophical theories 
goes to pieces.” The universe »s a rational system in which 
nothing happens without a sufficient ground; it is conceived in 
analogy with a logical system in which the propositions arc 
rationally related. The problem of philosophy is to discover 
the fundamental principles of knowledge, which are at tlic same 
time the fundamental principles or presuppositions of reality. 
There is the same necessity in the real xinivcrsc as tlicre is in 
a logical system. Leibniz’s logic influences his metaphysics. But 
his metaphysics also inflacnces bis logic : his conception of knowl- 
edge ns A development of principles immanent in the mind, 
rests on Ids spiritualistic tnonadology, em we have seen. Hw 
indiridualism does not follow as n necessary consequence from 
his logical conception of the universe; the existence of inde- 
pendent individuals cannot be justified to tlie logical reason. 
Leibniz, however, finds a teleological explanation for tlie exist- 
ence of the individual: the individual Is the goal of the divine 
creative will, and mitst, therefore, be contained in the world- 
ground from the verj* beginning. Here, a human value Is read 
into the logical ground of the universe. 

Besides clear and distinct knowledge there is confused knowl- 
edge. Thus, for example, harmony and U'auty are bas'^d on 
certain proportional relations. These may l>c clearly known 
by the scholar, but they need not l>e; they express lhcm.S'''lvcs 
in a feeling of av?thctic enjoyment, which is therefore an obscure 
perception of harmony, or form, in man. So, too, the soul per- 
ceives the order of things, the harmony of the cosmos, without 
possessing a clear and distinct knowledge of it; here it has an 
obscure feeling of God. This, too, ta a confused knowledg-: which 
can become clear. 
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54. SucCK^HS OP Leibniz 

The Leibnizian philosophy is followed in Germany by a pli- 
losophy of common-sense similar to that of the Scottish school of 
Reid. Leibniz was the first great German thinker 
of Comm^- modem period to attempt a metaphysical 

Sense system, but nearly all of his writings consisted of 

letters and articles composed in French or Latm ^ 
^d published in various journals. It became the task of Chris- 
tian Wolff (1679-1754), professor at Halle, to ^stemathe the 
Leibnizian teachings, to adapt them to common-sense, and to 
present them in the German language. He accepts the ration- 
alism of Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz and identifies to 
method of philosophy with that of mathematics. At the same 
time, he holds that the facts of experience will agree with to 
deductions of reason : reason and sense-perception are both legiti- 
mate faculties of knowledge. He adopts the Cartesian dualism . 
of mind and matter, but regards force as the essential attributs 
of body, and explains the apparent interactiorf between soul 
and body as a preSstablished harmony (Leibniz). With Spinoza, - 
he • conceives the universe as an interrelated causal order, 
but also retains the teleological interpretation of Leibniz- 
He like^vise introduces the notion of development into hi® 
system. 

Wolff divides the sciences into theoretical and practical, ac- 
cording to the two faculties of the soul, cognition and oppet*’ 
tion; including under the former: ontology, cosmology, psycbol-* 
ogy, and theology (all of which constitute metaphysics); under 
the latter : ethics, polities, and economics. The sciences are al^ 
classified as rational and empirical, according as their proposi' 
tions are derived from reason or from experience (rational cos- 
mology and empirical physics; rational p^'chology and empiric* 
psychology, etc.). Logie forms the introduction to all the 
sciences. 

Wolft wrote text-books on alt these subjects in German 
Latm, which were used in the German universities for ina"^ 
yearn, and created many of the German philosophical terms m 
use to-day. Although he was lacking in originality and actually 
weakened the Leibnizian philosophy, he gave an impetus to 
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study of philosopliy in Germany, and contributed to tbe Enlight- 
enment. 

Among the followers of the Leibniz-Wolffian school were Bilfinger 
(1693-1750), A. Baumgarten (1714-1762), the founder of German 
ajstbetics, and Kant during his earlier period. The Wolffian philosophy 
developed into an eclectic movement, which songht to reconcile em- 
piricism and rationalism and prepared the way for Kant’s Critique of 
Pure Reason. We mention M. Knutzen (-f-lTSl), Kant’s teacher; J. H. 
Lambert (172S-1777), one of Kant’s correspondents; N. Tetens (1736- 
1S05), who infloenced Kant. Other representatives of this eclecticism 
are the so-called popular philosophers, whose chief merit consisted in 
presentmg the dominant philosophy in popular form: M. Mendelssohn 
(1729-1786); C. Garve (1742-1793), the translator of Ferguson’s and 
A. Smith’s writings; J. J. Engel (1741-1802) ; E. Platner (1744-1818) ; 
,F. Nicolai (1733-1811). Samuel Reimams (1694-1768), influenced by 
this school and English deism, was a deist and an acute critic of the 
.Scriptures. All these thinkers may be regarded as representatives of 
the German' Au/AIflruug of the eigbleentb century. 

Zeller, op.'cit.; K. Fischer, Lei6mr; Baumann, WoIJsche Begrigs- 
besttinmuBjen,* Zimmennann, Lambert; der Vorganger Kantt) Storring, 
Lie Erkenniniaiheorie con Tetens. 

The rationalism, of Leibniz and Wolff did not satisfy all 
thinkers; some lacked faith in the competence of reason to 
arrive at truth and yet were unwilling to join the . . 
ranks of the empiricists or skeptics. These men, 
the lineal descendants of the mystics, found iu inner experience, 
in feeling and instinct, the source of certainty; the highest 
truths cannot be demonstrated, but only felt. There was some 
justification for such a view in the teaching of Leibniz that 
feeling, craring, or impulse is but another stage of knowledge, 
an instinctive form of truth. Leibniz regarded this as a lower, 
confused form of knowledge; the philosophers of faith or feel- 
ing discover in it a higher phase; what the limited reason of 
. man cannot fathom, may be felt or divined in religions, es- 
thetic, or moral feeling. We mention: J. G. Hamann (+1788), 
J. G. Herder (1744-1803), who criticizes Kant’s Cntigwe of Pure 
Reason in his Metacritique, and F. H. Jacobi (1743-1819), who 
opposes rationalistic metaphysics with a phllceophy based on 
intuition. (See pp. 428, IT.) 

A kindred movement, called Pietism, arose in German Protes- 
tantism as a reaction against the rationalizing tlicology of the 
new church: Christianity is not a doctrine for professors to 
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speculate upon, but an inner religious conversion. P-. J.’Spener 
(1635-1705), A. H. Franekc (1663-1727), and J.'J. Lange (1670- 
1744) are conspicuous members of this wing; the last two were 
responsible for C. "Wolff’s dismissal from his professorship at 
Halle. ‘ ■ • 


PHILOSOPHY OP THE ENLIGHTENMENT. 

55. Progress op EnLioutenment ‘ 

We have described the modem spirit as a spirit of revol 
against medieval society, its institutions and conceptions, and a 
. the self-assertion of human reason in the field o 

Ceutury^*^ thought and action. The work begun by the ’Re 

naissance was continued in the sixteenth and seven 
teenth centuries; the Reformation, the Thirty Tears’ War, one 
the political and social revolutions in England and in Franci 
(the Fronde) were symptoms of the change. The great O^n 
tinental systems and English empiricism, with their 
offshoots, added fuel to the flame which had 'produced them 
and the spirit of independent inquiry ^owly but surely trans 
formed the view of life.. But the new!j.dcas had to be popu 
larized and disseminated over larger areas of mankind, and thii 
task was performed during the eighteenth century, which* ha; 
been called the century of the Enlightenment : it represents th« 
culmination of the entire intellectual movement Avhich we havt 
been describing. It is an' age in possession of principles and 
world-views ; full of confidence in the power of the human mind 
to solve its problems, it seeks to understand and to render in- 
telligible human life, — the State, religion, morality, language, 
— and the universe at large. It is an age of philosophical dog- 
mas, an age that has the courage to write boolcs like Wolff's 
BeasonaUc Thoughts on God, the World, and the Soul of Man, 
also on All Things in General. It is the age of free and inde- 
pendent thought that speaks out its ideas boldly, particularly 
in Prance, and fearlessly draws the consequences of its 
principles. 

Philosophy in the eighteenth century not only mirrored the 
strivings of the times, but influenced their action. It came oul 
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of the closet of the seholars, and, as in the days of Soe?; 
mingled with the crowd in the market-place ; it no longer s] 
a special language of its own, — the language of the schoolme 
but expressed itself in the speech of the people and in tt 
intelligible to men of general intelligence. In France, o^ 
to social, political, and ecclesiastical oppression, the Enligh 
ment found its most radical Utterance; and here its influ' 
was greatest; the Revolution was the result of the propaga 
of the new ideas. The respect for human reason and hu: 
•; rights which characterized nearly all the important mo( 
^jihilosophical doctrines, became universal in the eighteenth 
turyi and the words humanity, good-will, natural rights, lib« 
equality, brotherhood were on every tongue. Even the pc 
nalistic governments regarded it as their function to contril 
to the happiness and welfare of mankind. The revolt aga 
medievalism cuLminated in the great social and political nphe 
that marked the close of the century : the old regime gave wa 
a new* society. What the modern spirit had been demanding 
, in part achieved : liberty of conscience and worship, equal op 
tunity and economic freedom, representative government, 
* equality of all individuals before the law. 

-Hibben, The Philosophy.of the EnJiuhtenmentj L4vy-Brnhl, His 
of Modern Philosophy in France; Macdonald, Studies in the Fr 
of 'Voltaire and 'Rousseau; the essays of John Morley on Volt 
Diderot, Rousseau, and Condorcet; Stephen, English Thought in 
mEighteenth Century/ Fabre, Lea peres de la revolution (from E 
to Condorcet) ; Damiron, MemoireB . pour semV d I’histoire d 
p/u'losop/jjc au XVIIl. 5i?clc, 3*vOk.; Hettner, Litferaturgeschiehte 
18. Jahrhunderts/ Ritchie, Nat^raJ Rights; and histories of politics 

Chief among those who helped to.awaken the new spirit 
AWiSVfW’AiVcCf At Asvf AlYwngdxfoV Fisv? 

were Voltaire {1694-1778)"^d Montesquieu (1685- . . 

1755), both of whom had visited England and were ° 
ifilled with admiration for English institutions. Voltaire, 
•brilliant and versatile propagandist of the Enlightenm 
popularized and applied -the^'Lockian ideas, — which he 
brought back with him from England together with Newt( 
natural philosophy and English deism, — in liis Lettres sur 
Ariglais, 1728, a book which was burned by order of the ( 
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Borship. He himself was a deist and never gave np his belief 
in Qod: ** All nature cries out to us that he exists.” In his 
earlier writings he also accepts tlie freedom of the will and the 
immortality of the soul, but, later on, he becomes skeptical with 
regard to life after death, and also inclines to determinism: 
” Wlien I can do what I will, I am free; but I will necessarily 
wbat I will.” But he always ruthlessly attacked superstition and 
ecclesiastical domination: revealed religion he regarded as the 
product of ignorance and deceit, as the work of clever priests 
making use of human stttpidit3' and prejudice in order to rule 
over men. His religion was based on the immutable principles 
of moralit}’, which, in his opinion, have remained essentially the 
same in the teachings of philosophers. He combated oppression 
of all kinds and fought for intellectual, political, and religious 
liberty; for the freedom of the press, the freedom of elections, 
the freedom of parliaments, and he demanded political rights 
for the third estate or the bourgeoisie, which had grown 
prosperous in industry and trade. And yet, in spite of all his 
liberalism, he was not an apostle of democracy; he had no faith 
in the capacity of the lower classes for self-governments '* it 
seems necessary,” he said, ” that there should be an ignorant 
rahhle; when they begin to ai^ne, everything is lost.” The 
age of reason is not intended to include ‘ lackeys, cobblers, and 
hired girls ” in its blessings. 

Voltaire’s thoughts, for the most part, express the spirit 
of the Lockian philosophy, although the influence of Bayle’s* 
Biciionary, which affected nearly all the intellectual leaders 
of Prance in the eighteenth century, must not be overlooked. 
English ideas had a large share in liberalizing and revolution- 
izing France. 

Besides the wetks elteady vaentieoed, see loonegtaphs ou Voltaire 
by Carlyle, Feuerbach, Bersot, Desnoiresterres, Pellissier, and Satmann. 

Among the men who asaiked in developing and propagating the 
English empirical philosophy were; Condillac, Helvetius, Condorcet, 
Cabanis, Volney, Bonnet, Destutt de Tracy, La Mettrie, Holbach, and, 
especially, the Encyclopedists, led by Diderot and d’Alembert. 

In England the Enlightenment did not reach its zenith within 
a comparatively short period, as in France; nor did its influ- 
- enee express itself so spectacularly as there. The social condi- 
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The Aufkldrung even carries its standards of dearness and 
utility into the field of sesthetics; poetry, sculpture, architec- 
ture, and painting follow rationalistic models: Qellert's fables, 
as some one has said, are “moral philosophy in verse ” and his 
religious hymns a “ rational theology put into rhyme.” Qott- 
sehed wrote a book on the Art of Poetry which shows how poetry 
must be made in order to serve as a means of enlightening and 
moralizing mankind. 

This is the same movement which, a century before, had found 
its voice in England in the philosophy of Locke. It is opposed 
by the great leaders of literature and philosophy who made the 
last quarter of the eighteenth century the brightest period of 
German intellectual life. Kant attacks the rational theology of 
the Enlightenment, Herder its rationalistic interpretations of 
history, Winckelmann and Lessing, Goethe and Schiller its ra- 
tionalistic {esthetics. 

"We have seen how the Cartesian philosophy led to an ob« 
jective idealism in Malebrancbe, and how English empiricism 
became idealism in Berkeley. The same great 
Materialism movements were also turned to materialistic ac- 
Evolutionism in the eighteenth century. Descartes offered 

a mechanical explanation of the organic kingdom, 
and conceived the animal as a complete machine. This sug- 
gested the thought that man, too, is a machine, and that the 
soul is not a separate entity, but a function of the body. The 
attempt of Locke’s successors (Condillac, Hartley, and others) 
to reduce all mental processes to sensations formed an easy 
transition to the view that such elementary states are merely 
effects of the brain. Leibniz reduced matter to force and con- 
ceived it as analogous to spiritual activity; others reversed the 
order and interpreted spiritual activity as physical force- And 
when the spiritual principles, which filled the universe of the 
old Aristotelian metaphysics, were banished from nature by mod- 
em science and relegated to a separate world of their own by 
philosophy, what wonder was it that some thinkers should have 
dispensed with them altogether and explained all phenomena as 
the results of matter in motiont 

The materialistic world-view made headway in England and 
in France during the eighteenth century, and by the end of 
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that period had become o popular doctrine in the enlightened 
circles of the latter countrj*. According to John Tolnnd (1G70- 
1721), in his later writings {Pantheisikon, 1720), thought is 
a function of the bmiu, ** n certain motion of the brain the 
tongue is no more the organ of taste than the brain is the organ 
o! thought. David Hartley (1701-1757) malics nil mental 
processes depend on vibrations in the bmin, whicli follow me- 
chanical la^vs, — psychological association being attended by 
pliysiological association, — but docs not reduce states of con- 
sciousness to motion. He is not sure wJicther the relation ought 
to he regarded ns a causal one or not. Joseph Priestley, the 
discoverer of oxygen (1733-1804), however,* identifies psychical 
processes with movements, thus boldly accepting the materialistic 
solution of the mind-body problem. Nevertheless, he docs not 
deny the existence of God or the immortality of the sonlj fol- 
lowing Hobbes, he declares that there is nothing inconsistent 
with Christianity in the conception of the materiality of the 
human and the divine soul. 

The Frenchman La Mettrio (1709-1751 j Jlisloirc mturcUc 
dc Vame, 1745, It’hommc machine, 1748, L^homme plante, 1748), 
wlio was influenced by both Descartes and Locke, basc.s his nia- 
tcrinlism on Descartes's mechanical explanation of the animal 
organism: If the animal is a machine, why not man? The mate- 
rialistic thcorj* is elaborated into a comprehensive system of 
metniihysics by the German Daron d'Holbach (+1789), in the 
SysUmc de ia nahirc (first published in London, 1770, under 
the pseudonj-m of Slirahaud). Everything is explained by mat- 
ter and motion, ns the effect of necessary laws. There is no soul j 
thought is a function of the brain ; and matter alone is immortal. 
The human will is strictly determined; there is no design in na- 
ture or outside of nature, no tcleologj* and no God. 

Other advocates of materialism, though not always consist- 
ently and openly such, arc; Denis Diderot (1713-1784, editor 
of the Encyclopedia) during the later period of his life; 
Cubanis (1757-1808; Thought is the function of the brain, as 
digestion is the function of tlie stomach, and the secretion of 
bile the function of the liver), and Destutt de Tracy (1754- 
183G)j The French biologists Bnffon (llistoirc'nafurclle, 1749, 
IT.) and Robinet (De la nature, 17G3, ff.) accepted a modified 
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form of materialism (liylozoism) j BufTon assumes the existence 
of molecules endowed with life, and Robinet (who was influ- 
enced by Leibniz) gives sensation to every particle of matter. 
Evolutionary conceptions appear in the writings of many of the 
thinkers of the time, for example in La Jlcttric's L'homme 
plantc and La sxjstcmc <VEpicurCf 1748; in Diderot's De la 
nature, 1763, ff., and de Bonnet's Jja palinghicsie philosophique, 
1769. These men may be regarded os forerunners of Lamarek 
and Darwin. 

However the thinkers of the French Enlightenment may dif- 
fer in details, they agree that the phenomena of nature, be 
they physical or mental, are governed by law, that the mental 
and moral life of man is a nccessar>' product of nature. Prom 
this standpoint, ndvetius (+1771) explains human morality, 
the economists Turgot and Condorcct (1743-1794) develop a 
philosophy of historj*, and Montesquieu (1689-1755; Esprit des 
lois, 1748) studies human laws and institutions. 

Hibben, op- eit., chap, v; Weber, op. cit., pp. 399-417; Hoffding* 
History of Jfoderu Philosophy, vol. I, Bk. Y; Lanse, I/istory of 
a/otenahsm; Cousin, Philosophy of Locke; Ueberweg-lleinse, op. eit., 
§18; Damiron, op. cU. 

The age of the Enlightenment did not confine itself, however, 
to the propagation of the general ideas which the preceding 
^ centuries had worked out; it devoted itself assidu- 

ously to the study of the sciences, natural and 
mental. It has no reason to be ashamed of the men whom it 
produced in these fields: Euler, Lagrange, and Laplace in mathe- 
matics; Herschel and Laplace {Mccaxiigxie celeste) in astron- 
omy; Galvani and Volta in physics; Lavoisier, Priestley, Davy, 
Haiiy, and Berzelius in chemistry; Linne, Haller, Bichat, and 
C. F. Wolff in biology; Alexander von Humboldt, who was 
eminent in many sciences; Montesquieu in polities and juris- 
prudence; Quesnay, Turgot, and Adam Smith, the founders of 
the new political economy; Baumgarten in esthetics; not to 
speak of the psychologists and moralists already enumerated. 

The Enlightenment glorified knowledge, the sciences and the 
arts, civilization and progress, and boasted of the achievements 
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of the hurann race. The pride ond sclf-confidcnee of the Enlight- 
enment were, however, rudely shaken by Jean Jacques Rousseau 
(1712-1778), who characterized the arts and sciences 
ns fruits of luxury and indolence and the source 
of moral decay (Discohm sur les sciences ct ks 
arts, 1750, and Discours sur Voriginc ct Ics fondements dc 
Vinegalilc parmi Ics hommes, 1753), and demanded a return to 
the naivete and simplieitj* of nature. 3fan is by nature inno- 
cent and good; he possesses an impulse to preserve himself and 
to develop his capacities, but he is also prompted by sympathy 
for others and inspired by religious feeling, gratitude, and rev- 
erence. Morality and religion arc not matters of reasoned think- 
ing, but of natural feeling. Man’s worth depends not on Ids 
intelligence, but on his moral nature, which consists essentially 
of feeling; the good will alone has absolute value. Rousseau cm- 
pha-sizos the importance of the sentiments ns an clement in our 
mental life, ond denies that the development of reason brings 
with it the perfection of man. Men arc equal by nature; 
society, through the institution of property, has made them un- 
equal, so that wc now have masters and slaves, cultured and 
tincultured, rich and poor. Civilization, with its culture and 
the inequalities resulting therefrom, has corniptrd our natural 
inclinations, producing (he slavish and llic lordly vices, servility, 
cn\y', hatred, on the one h.aod, contempt, arrogance, and cniclty 
on the other, and has made Hfc ortincial and mechanical. These 
vicA^-s resemble certain modern socialistic theories whicit sw>k 
the origin of vices and virtues in social conditions nud look for 
the perfection of man in the improvement of society. 

Rousseau substitutes for representative government direct 
government by the people (initiative and referendum). ‘Tlis 
political theory' is the theory of the Swiss republican, ns fjocke’s, 
which Voltaire followed, was that of the Englt«h constitutional 
monarchist. Among the people he included not only the thirtl 
cst.ste or the prosperous l'our» 7 Com>, but the fourth estate or 
the laboring and peasant class, to which he himself l)olong''d and 
for which he demanded equal rights and deliverance from social 
Imndage, n.s Voltaire had demandetl equal political rights and 
liberty of thought and conscicnec for the middle cla.ss. Rouwau 
takes the Lockian ideal of democracy seriomly; if all men are 
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created free and equal and have the same natural rights and 
capacities, there is no reason why tlicy should be ruled or de- 
prived of their inheritance by a privileged class, be it an aris- 
tocracy or an industrial bourgeoisie. It was Rousseau’s ideas 
that found their way into the Declaration of the Rights of Man,* 
of 1789 and 1793; and it is these notions which ore influencing 
legislation in many countries to-day. 

The return to nature \vill deliver us from this corrupt and 
artificial existence, and can be accomplished only by the creation 
of natural social conditions and a natural method of education. 
{Contrat social, 1762, and Eniite, 1762.) Natural society is 
based on a contract in which the individual surrenders his indi- 
vidual freedom for the liberty of citizenship, which is limited 
by the general will, or the moral will of the people. Freedom 
is obedience to self-imposed law. Sovereignty lies with the 
people; the general will, — that is, the will of the people in so 
far as it aims at the common good,— is the highest law. Govern- 
ment executes the commands of the people, who con limit or 
recall the power delegated to it. 

Rousseau’s theory of education is a plea for natural educa- 
tion; for the free development of the child’s natural and un- 
spoiled impulses. Instruction should not begin until the desire 
for knowledge arises. Hence, education must be largely negative, 
consisting in the removal of unfavorable conditions, a task that 
requires the greatest care. The individuality of the child should 
be studied and nature assisted in distinguishing between good 
and bad impulses. It is wise, therefore, to isolate the child from 
its social environment in order that this development may follow 
its natural course under the guidance of private teachers. Roixs- 
seau’s theory exercised great influence on modern education: 
Basedow, Pestalozzi, and Froebel are among those who have 
put it to the practical test. 

These ideas are not inconsistent with the Lockian principles. 
If the soul is by nature an empty tablet, then men are by nature 
equal, and differences between them are the result of external 

•Article I of the Declaration of 1789 reads: “Men are bom and remain 
free and equal in rights. Social disUnctions can only be founded on social 
utility.” Article VI : “ The law is the expression of the general will. All 
citizens ha\e a right to take part, personally or by their repre^entatires, 
in its formation.” See Hobhouse, Idberaliam, p. 61. 
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causes of all kinds, as Uelvetius had already taught. Education 
and the social environment become the most important instru- 
ments for the perfection of the human race. 

Rousseau, like Voltaire, combats materialism and atheism, 
accepting the tenets of natural religion ; in this sense he is a 
deist. But with him religion is rooted in feeling, it is a matter 
of the heart and not of the head, though its truths may be 
demonstrated by reason. The soul is immaterial, free, and im- 
mortal; a future life is made necessary by the triumph of evil 
in this world, 

Rousseau exercised a mighty influence in Germany, — on Kant, 
Herder, Goethe, and Schiller. Kant bears witness to the change 
produced in his conceptions by Rousseau’s thoughts in the 
following passage; “ I am myself an investigator by inclina- 
tion, I feel the intensest craving for knowledge, and the eager 
impatience to advance in it, as well os satisfaction with every 
step of progress. There was a time when I believed that all 
this might redound to the glory of mankind ; and I despised 
the ignorant rabble. Rousseau has set me right. The boasted 
superiorit)* baa vanished; I am learning to respect mankind, and 
I should regard myself as of much less use than the common 
laborer if I did not believe that this reflection could give value 
to all other occupations, that is, reestablish the rights of man- 
kind.” 

Sec, besides tlie works on the Enligblcnment, p. 3S3, monographs 
on Rousseau by John Morley, Macdonald, Hoffding; the volume in the 
Bibliothique gSniraU des sciences sociales, by many French scholars; 
Hodet, Xc eontrat social ct les idfes poliligues de J. J. Rousseau; 
Momet, Le sentiment de la nature' en France de ifoMsscoK d 5ainf- 
Pierre; Hagmann, Rousseau’s Sozialphilosophie; Fester, Fousseau tind 
dt'e dcutsche Geschichtsphilosophie. 


CRITICAL PHILOS9PHY OP BHIANUEL KANT 
■ - 56. liisiANUEii Kant 

Modern philosophy began with faith in the power of the 
human mind to attain knowledge; the only thing in question 
was lioic , — ^by what method, — it could be reached and how far 
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its limits extended. Empiricists and rationalists alike conceived 
genuine knowledge as universal and necessary, and nearly all 
of them down to Hume declared that self-evident 
M propositions were possible in some fields. Descartes, 

Philosophy Hobbes, Spinwta, and Leibniz constructed systems 
of metaphysics which they deemed as logic- 
proof as the Euclidean geometry. Bacon did not offer a uni- 
versal theory: that was an enterprise that could not be under- 
taken until the facts had been established by the new method; 
but he lield that the existence of God could be demonstrated and 
the eternal essences of things or laws of nature discovered. Nev- 
ertheless, doubts began to arise concerning the competence of 
human inlelUgenee to solve ultimate problems or even problems 
of lesser scope. At times, metaphysics and theology seemed to 
Bacon to transcend the powers of natural reason. Hobbes, too, 
agreeing with Descartes that experience could not give us cer- 
tainty and yet regarding sensation as the source of all we 
know, betrayed occasional misgivings with respect to a genuine 
science of physics. Locke saw the necessity of examining the 
knowledge-problem more thoroughly than it had been examined, 
and readied the conclusion that we possess certain knowledge 
of the agreement and disagreement of our ideas, certain knowl- 
edge of our own existence and of the existence of God, and that 
mathematics and ethics are secure. But we have no such knowl- 
edge, he held, of the existence of an external world and of the 
necessary connectson of the qualities of things ; true knowledge 
is out of the question in natural science. Berkeley declares that 
there is no external (material) world to know, but that we know 
ideas, spirits, and relations between ideas. Bayle plays havoc 
with theological and metaphysical doctrines, holding them to be 
not only beyond reason but contrary to reason. Hume draws 
what appear to him to be the consequences of tlie sensationalistic 
view of knowledge : if we can know only what we experience in 
sensation, then rational theology, rational cosmology, and ra- 
tional psychology are impossible : knowledge of God, world, and 
soul is beyond our ken. Indeed, even our knowledge of matters 
of fact can yield nothing but probability; we have no knowl- 
edge of necessary eonneetiem, no knowledge of substance, no 
knowledge of a self: we cannot ei^n say that our ideas neces- 
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sarily follow the order in which we experience them, and which 
we bdkve (hey ^ill repeat. We can attain “a kind of demon- 
strative knowledge ” by comparing our ideas, noting their 
relations, and reasoning about the relations; and nothing 
more. 

The spirit of criticism which had undormined authority and 
tradition and enthroned reason was now bringing reason itself 
to the bar and denj-ing reason’s authority. It was . 
not the empiricists alone, however, who were weigh- ^ 
ing rationalism in the balance and finding it wanting; protests 
against its supposed pretensions and results also came from the 
camp of the mystics and faith-philosophers, who distrusted the 
deliverances of the intellect and songht in other phases or func- 
tions of the human soul a means of stilling the longing for 
certainty. According to them, the discursive understanding can 
never pierce the covering of reality; truth has its source in 
feeling, faith, or mystical vision of some sort; the deepest reali- 
ties cannot he conceived by reason, but only felt by the heart. 
What particularly provoked such anti-rationalistic outbursts ns 
these in the modem era was the mechanistic and deterministie 
w'orld-views to which seicntific or rationalistic thinlring seemed 
inevitably to lead and which degraded the indiridunl to tlie role 
of a marionette. To many minds the unaided natural intelli- 
gence appeared to end either in a hopeless and cheerless skepti- 
cism or in a tragic fatalism that mocked humanity’s deepest 
yearnings and rendered fictitious Us most precious values. 

To the intellect’s destructive criticism of its own competence 
and the will's demand for the recognition of its moral and reli- 
gious values, philosophy was now compelled p . | 
make some answer. This task was assumed by ° 

Kant, who sought to do justice to tlie various cur- 
rents of his age, to the Enlightenment, empiricism, skepticism, 
and mysticism; his problem was, as one of his contemporaries 
put it, “ to limit Hume’s skepticism on the one hand, and the 
old dogmatism on the otlier, and to refute and destroy material- 
ism, fatalism, atheism, as well as sentimentalism and supersti- 
tion.” He himself had come from the rationalistic school of 
Wolff, but he had also been attracted to English empiricism 
and Rousseau, and Hume had ” aroused him from hia dogmatic 
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Morals, and first part of Seligion, by Abbott, in one vol.; Beligica, 
by Semple; Metaphysical Foundations of A^fltKral Science, by Bax; 
Cosmogony, by Hastie; Critique of Judgment, by Bernard; Philosophy 
of Law, Principles of Polities, and Perpetual Peace, by Hastie; 
Perpetual Peace, by M. C. Smith; Pedagogy, by Churton; Dreams of 
Ghost-Seer, by Goerwitz; Selections, by Watson; a paraphrase of 
Critique of Pure Iteason, by Fogel and Whitney. Muller’s translation 
has been made use of in our account. 

Paulsen, Kant, transl. by Creighton and Lefevre; Wenley, Kant and 
his lievolution; W. Wallace, Kant; Adamson, Philosophy of Kant; 
Watson, Philosophy of Kant Explained; Weir, Student’s Introduction 
to Kant; Green, Lectures on the Philosophy of Kant, vol. II of Works; 
Sidgwicb, Lectures on the Philosophy of Kant; E. Caird, Critical 
Philosophy of Kant, 2 vols.; K. Fischer, Kant, 2 vols.; recent German 
monographs by Kronenberg, Simroel, Adickes, Kiilpc, Wernicke.. 
Morris, Kanl’s Critique of Pure Reason; Prichard, Knnt's Theory of 
Knowledge; Riehl, Philosophical Criticism, vol. I; Stirling, Text-Book 
to Kant; K. Lasswitz, Lekre Kants von der Idealitiit des Paimes 
und der Zeit; Volkelt, Kants Erkenntnisstheorte; Cohen, Kants 
Xheorie der Erfahrung; Vaibinger, Commentar su Kants Kritik 
der reinen Vernvnft, 2 vols.; E. Pfleiderer, Kantiseher Krili’ 
sUmus und englische Phtlosophte; Wartenberg, Kants Theorie der 
KausalitdU F. Adler, Critique of Kant’s Ethics, in Essays in Honor 
of ir. Janes; Porter, Kant's Ethics; Schurman, Kantian Ethics and 
the Ethics of Evolution; Messer, Kants Elhik; Cohen, iTants^ Be* 
grundung der Elhik, 2d ed.; Cresson, Morale de Kant; Delbos, Philoso* 
phie pratique de iTant; Hegler, Psychologie in Kants Ethik; Foerstcr, 
Entwieklungsgang der Kantischen Ethik; Schmidt, Entwicklung det 
kantischen Ethik; Thilly, Kant and Teleological Ethics, Kant-Sludien, 
vol. VIII, 1; Sanger, Kants Lehre vom Glauben; Punjer, Religionslehre 
Kants. Tufts, Sant’s Teleology; Meredith, Kant's Critique of Judg- 
ment; Stadler, Eants Teleologie; Coben, Eants Begrundung der 
Aesthetik. Bdwne, Kant and Spencer; Lovejoy, Kant and the English 
Platonists, in Essays in Honor of TV. James; Uphues, ffonf und seine 
Vorgdnger; Baucb, Luther und Kant; Meyer-Benfey, Herder und 
Kant; Saisset, .^nisidSme, Pascal, Kant; Spicker, Kant, Hume und 
Berkeley; Sydow, Kritisches Kant-Kommentar. 

Works on entire idealistic movement in Germany: Royce, Spirit 
of Modern Philosophy/ Pringle-Pattison, From Kant to Hegel; 
Kronenberg, Oeschichte des deutschen Idealismus, 3 vols. (vol. I on 
pre-Kanlian idealism) ; Liebmann, Kant und die Epigonen; •works by 
Chalybffius, Fortlage, Harms, Biedermann, Michelet, Willm, Drews. 
See also Pfleiderer, Development of Rational Theology since Kant. 
Bibliography on Kant by Adickes, PAi7. Rev., vol. II. 


The fundamental problem for Kant is the problem of knowl- 
edge: What is knowledge, and how is it possible! What are 
the boundaries of human reason! In order to answer these qncs" 
tions, we must examine human reason, or subject it to criticism. 
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Knowledge always appears in the form of judgments, in which 
something is affirmed or denied. But not every judgment is 
knowledge;. in an anahjtical judgment the predi- 
cate merely elucidates what is already contained 
in the subject: e.g., Body is an extended thing. 

The judgment must he synthetic; that is, add something to 
the predicate, extend our knowledge, not merely elucidate 
it: e.g., All bodies have specific gravity. Not all synthetic 
judgments, however, give us knowledge; some are derived from 
experience; they inform us, for example, that an object has such 
and such properties or behaves thus or so, but not that it must 
have tliese qualities, or behave so. In other words, such judg- 
ments are lacldng in necessity: reason does not compel their 
acceptance, as it compels the acceptance of a mathematical propo- 
sition. Again, they are lacking in universality: we cannot say 
because some objects of a class have certain qualities, that all 
have them. Judgments lacking in universality and necessity, 
or 0 posteriori judgments, are not scientific. To be knowledge, 
a synthetic judgment must be necessarj*: its contradictory must 
be unthinkable; and it must be universal, i.e., admit of no ex* 
ceptiona. Universality and necessity have their source not in 
sensation or perception, but in reason, in the understanding 
itself; we know without experience (and in this sense prior to 
it) that the sum of the angles of a triangle must he equal to two 
right angles and that it will always be so. In order to yield 
knowledge, therefore, a judgment must be o priori. 

Our conclusion, then, is that knowledge consists in synthetic 
judgments a priori. Analytic judgments are always a priori; 
we know without going to experience that all extended things 
are extended; such judgments are based on the principles of 
identity and contradiction. But they do not add to our Imowl- 
edge. Synthetic judgments a posterior* add to our knowledge, 
but are not sure; the knowledge they yield is vague, uncertain, 
problematic. "We demand apodictic certainty in our sciences, and 
such certainty is possible only in syntAettc judgments a priori. 

That there are such judgments Kant never doubted for a 
•moment; we find them in physics, in mathematics, and even in 
metaphysics. He accepts the existence of universal and neees- 
' sarj' knowledge as an established fact, hence he does not ask 
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whether synthetic judgments a priori are possible, but only how 
they are possible. "What are the conditions of such Imowlcdge; 
what does the existence of such judgments logically presuppose or 
necessarily imply f The German criticist’s method is, therefore, 
dogmatic, as he says; the theory of knowledge is a strictly de* 
monstrablc science, an a priori or pure science, one that bases 
its truths on necessary principles a priori. His method is not 
psychological, but logical or transcendental: he does not tell 
us to examine the conditions of knowledge in our own conscious- 
ness, — how it arises psychologically, — but to take real knowl- 
edge, say the propositions of mathematics or physics, and to 
ask ovirsclvcs what the existence of such propositions logically 
presupposes. What, for example, follows necessarily from the 
fact that there can ho judgments at all, or judgments concerning 
space relations, or judgments ofilrming causal relations! There 
can be no synthetic judgment without a s^mthetic mind, no 
spatial judgment without a spacc-pcrceiring mind, no causal 
judgment without a mind thinking in tenns of cause and cifect. 
In employing this method Kant is, of course, employing human 
reason with all its categories, lie is taking for granted the possi* 
hility and validity of knowledge, — that is, he is a dogmatist,—, 
hut this docs not disturb him, since it would be a " scandal," 
as he declares, if Ilurac were right in denying the possibility 
of knowledge. We should simply never get anywhere if the 
competence of reason to examine itself liad to be established be^ 
fore reason could undertake this task. 

The problem, then, is; How are synthetic judgments a priori 
possible in mathematics, physics, and metaph^’sics, or, How are 
pure mathematics, pure physics, and pure metaphysics possible! 
Show how and w’hy we can have genuine knowledge in these 
fields. In order to answer such questions, we must examine the 
organ of knowledge; we mast consider its pou’ers, its functions, 
its possibilities, its limitations. Knowledge presupposes a mind. 
We cannot think without having something to think about, and 
we can have no object of thought unless it is given through the 
senses, unless the mind is receptive or has sensibility. Sensi- 
bility furnishes us with objects or percepts {Anschauungen, in- 
tuitions; empirical intuitions Kant sometimes calls them). 
These objects must be thought, understood, or conceived by the 
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understanding; from it arise concepts. Knowledge would be 
impossible without sensation or perception and thinking or 
understanding. These two presuppositions of knowledge are 
fundamentally different, but supplement each other. “ Percepts 
and concepts constitute the elements of all our knowledge." 
Percepts without concepts are blind, concepts without percepts 
are empty. All that the intellect can do is to elaborate what is 
given by sensibility. Perhaps tlie two faculties have a common 
root, but it is unknown to us. 

The question, then, How is knowledge possible! divides into 
two questions: How is sense^perception possible! and How is un- 
derstanding possible? The first question is answered in the 
Tra7iscetid€nfal JEstheiic (doctrine of the faculty of perception) , 
the second in tlie Transcendentat Logic (doctrine of concepts 
and judgments). These together form the TranscendeJital Doc- 
trine of Elements. 

Let xis take up, first, the Transcendental Esthetic. "What are 
the logical preconditions of the faculty of sensibility or of sense- 
perception! In order to perceive, we must have 
sensations (color, sound, hardness, etc.). But 
mere^ sensation would not be knowledge? sensation perception 
would be a mere modification of consciousness, a 
mete change occurring in consciousness, a mere subjective state 
produced in us by something else. Sensation must he referred 
to space and time, to a definite place in space and in time; it 
must be perceived as something outside, by the side of other 
things, as something coming before or after or with something 
else. Our sensations are arranged in a spatial and temporal 
order. Perception, therefore, presupposes matter or content 
(sensations) and form (space and time). Sensations constitute 
the raw material (colors, sounds, weight), which is arranged by 
sensibility into the framework or form of space and time, and 
so become percepts. The soul not only rrcch’fs sensations, but 
by virtue of its faculty of intuition (latiicri.* to look at, en- 
risage) pcrccifM them: it sees the color, hears the sound, out- 
side of itself, in space, and in a time-order. Sensibility possesses 
the power to perceive space and time a priori; indeed, the mind 
is so constituted that it perceives space and time even when there 
are no objects present; it not only perceives objects in space 
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and time but space and time themselves. In this sense, vre can 
speak of pure perception. 

The functions or forms of arranging sensations in space and 
time cannot themselves be sensations. They are not empirical 
or a posteriori forms of intuition, but inherent in the verj' nature 
of the soul, — 0 pnon. Time is the form of the inner sense: that 
is, our psychic states cannot be apprehended otherwise than as 
following one another in temporal succession j while space is 
the form of the outer sense: we can apprehend spatially only 
what affects our sense-organs. But since everything given or 
presented to sense is a modification of consciousness and so be- 
longs to the inner sense, time is a necessary condition of all 
ideas or phenomena. 

Space and time are not realities or things existing for them- 
selves, nor are they qualities or relations belonging to things 
as such. They are ways our sensibility has of apprehending 
objects, they are forms or functions of the senses; if there were 
no beings in the world endowed wth the intnition or perception 
of apace and time, the world would cease to be spatial and tem- 
poral. “ Take away the thinking subject and the entire cor- 
poreal world will vanish, for it is nothing but the* appearance 
in the sensibility of our subject.” "We can never imagine that 
there is no space, although we can conceive that it contains 
no objects. That is, we are compelled to perceive and imagine 
in terms of space. Space is a neeessarj' precondition of phe- 
nomena and hence a necessary a priori idea. This is an example 
of Kant’s transcendental or metaphysical method, as he calls it."'' 
We cannot think things without space; we can think space with- 
out things ; lienee space is the necessary precondition of our ideas 
of things, or of the phenomenal world. Whatever is a necessary 
precondition must be an a priori form of the mind. The same 
vematka apply to time. 

The question, then, How is pure mathematics possible? is 
answered; we have genuine knowledge, or synthetic judgments 
a priori, or self-evident truths, in mathematics because the mind 
has space and time forms, becairse it is by nature compelled to 
perceive and imagine in spatial and temporal ways. 

But, remember, space and time are merely conditions of sensi- 
bility, forms of sense-perception, ways we have of perceiving 
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things, hence they hare validity only when applied to perceived 
things, to appearances or phenomena, not when applied to things- 
in-themselves or to tilings independent of our perception of 
them. We cannot apply them outside of our world of ideas! 
But this leaves the certainty of our experiential knowledge 
untouched ; knowledge is secure whether space and time inhere 
in things-in-themselves or are merely the necessary forms of our 
perception of things. The things we perceive are not things- 
in-themselves, as which we regard them, nor are the relations 
we perceive the relations of things-in-tlimselves. If we should 
take away the subject, or only sensibility, all the qualities and 
all the relations of things in space and time, indeed space and 
time themselves, would disappear. They could no longer exist 
as phcnomena-in-themselves,- — that is, we should no longer refer 
our sensations outward, — but only as sensations in us, as modifi- 
cations of our consciousness. What things-in-themselves are 
apart from sensibility; what it is that causes sensations in us, 
*what it is independently of its effect on onr sense-organs, we 
do not know. Wlien a thing strikes the eye, wc have color; 
when the ear, sound; and so on. AH these are sensations in 
us; what the thing as such (das Btnp an stch) is apart from 
the effect produced on consciousness, we do not know. We know 
only our peculiar way of perceiving such things, a way that may 
• not be necessary for all creatures though it is necessary for man. 
In this sense, space and time are subjective or ideal. They are 
■ real or objective, however, in the sense that all onr phenomena 
Jare arranged in spatial and temporal order; no object can ever 
be given to us in experience that does not come under the con- 
dition of time; and all objects as external phenomena will al- 
ways be coextensive in space. 

To sum up. Beal knowledge, as we human beings have it, 
would be impossible if it were not for several things. The mind 
must have something presented to it, it must be capable of being 
affected, or of receiving impressions. But if we merely received 
impressions or experienced modifications of consciousness, we 
should be shut up in our own subjectivity, we should not per- 
ceive an objective world. Our sensations must be objectified, 
referred outward, projected into space, as it were, — arranged in 
a spatial and femporal order. It is only because the human 
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mind possesses tliosc ways of perceiving, that there can he an 
objective world as wc perceive it. 

This, however, is not enough. Mere unrelated, disconnected 
percepts svould not be knowledge. The mere perception of ob- 
jects in space and time would not yield knowl- 
edge. Tlie mere perception of the sun followed by 
standing^ ' perception of a hot stone is not the same as 

knowing that the son heats the stone. Only by 
connecting these two experiences in thought in a certain way, 
can I form the judgment that the sun is the cause of Jieat in 
the stone. Objects mtist be connected, related, conceived, or 
thought. Knowledge or judgment would be impossible without 
a sjuithetic, thinking mind, that is, without understanding 
(Vewtand) or intelligence. Reason is not only receptive, but 
active, spontaneous. Intuition is perceptual, understanding con- 
ceptual: it thinks in concepts. We must make our percepts in- 
telligible, or bring them under concepts, as well as make our 
concepts sensible, or give them an object in perception. The 
understanding by itself cannot intuit or perceive nnythingj the 
senses by themselves cannot think anything. Knowledge is pos- 
sible only in the union of the two. The science of the rules 
of sensibility is colled ^Esthetic; the science of the rules of the 
understanding is called Logic. 

The understanding has different forms of conceiving or re- 
lating or connecting percepts; they are called pure concepts 
or categories of the understanding, because they are a priori 
and not derived from experience. The understanding expresses 
itself in judgment; indeed, understanding is a faculty of judg- 
ment: to think is to judge. Hence, its ways of conceiving will 
be ways of judging, and to discover these way's of judgment 
we must analyze our judgments, examine the forms in which 
they .appeav. Since our common logic Las altcady done Ibis 
for us, we can go to it for help here. The logical table of judg- 
ments will serve as a guide to the discovery of the categories. 
There are as many pure concepts of the mind, or categories, 
as there are possible judgments in the table of judgments. The 
part of logic which deals with this subject is called Transcen- 
dental Analytic. 

Kant finds that there arc twelve kinds of judgments; (1) the 
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Tiniversal judgment (All metals are elements) ; (2) the par- 
ticular judgment (Some plants are erj’ptogams) ; (3) the sin- 
gular judgment (Napoleon was Emperor of France). In these 
judgments we conceive things in terms of the category of quan- 
tity: totality, plurality, unity. (4) The affirmative judgment 
(Heat is a form of motion) ; (5) the negative judgment (Mind 
is not extended) ; (6) the unlimited judgment (Mind is unex- 
tended). These express the category of quality: reality, nega- 
tion, limitation. (7) The categorical judgment (The body is 
heavy) ; (8) the hypothetical judgment (If the air is warm, 
the thermometer rises) ; (9) the disjunctive judgment (The 
substance is either solid or fluid). These judgments express the 
category of relation: inherence and subsistence (substance and 
accident), causality and dependence (cause and effect), and com- 
munity (reciprocity between the active and the passive). (10) 
The problematical judgment (This may be a poison) ; (11) the 
assertory judgment (This is a poison) ; (12) the apodictic judg- 
ment (Every effect must have a cause). These judgments ex- 
press the category of modality: possibility or impossibility, 
existence or non-cxistence, necessity or contingency. 

The problem arises, What right have we to apply these forms 
of the mind to things! What is their objective validity! They 
have a purely mental origin and yet they are em- 
ployed in experience. We read our categories, jQtjf,4ents 
which are independent of experience in the sense 
of not being derived from experience, t»fo experience, into the 
world of objects. How is that possible ; what right have we to 
do it! Jvirists call the proof of rights and claims in a legal 
process the deduction. What we need here is a deduction or 
proof or justification, a transcendental deduction of the cate- 
gories. Kant’s proof consists in showing that without them in- 
telligent experience would he impossible. There could be no 
Imowlcdge, no connected world of experience, without such origi- 
nal a priori acts of thought, without a unified and xmifying 
consciousness or self-consciousness, or the synthetic unity of 
apperception, as Kant calls it, which operates ^vith these cate- 
gories. Understanding is judgment, the act of bringing together 
in one self-consciousness (unity of apperception) the many per- 
ceived objects. Without a rational mind that perceives in eer- 
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tain ways (space and time) and judges or thinks in certain 
ways (categories), that is so organized by nature (a that 

it must perceive and judge as it docs, there could be no uni* 
versal and necessary knowledge of objects of experience. Knowl- 
edge is the application of pure concepts of the understanding, 
or categories, to objects furnished us by the senses and perceived 
as spatial and temporal. Categories serve to make experience 
possible; that is their sole justification. 

So simple an act as the perception of the freezing of water, 
for example, would be impossible unless the mind apprehended 
two states (liquid and solid) as related in time and connected 
them in a single act of thought. The same synthetic unity of 
apperception which is necessary in order that wc may have 
judgment is necessary in order that we may have perception, 
in order that we may apprehend. The same spontaneous acts 
of recognition, reproduction, and imagination that operate in 
our thinking operate in sense-experience; and the same cate- 
gories are at work in them both. Our world of experience is 
made possible by the categories; tlie phenomenal order, or 
nature as we perceive it, depends on the forms of our intelli- 
gence, not vice versa, as the empiricists hold. TMs is what Kant 
means when he says that the understanding prescribes Its laws 
to nature; this is the Copernican revolution which he intro- 
duced into philosophy. 

Since, then, the mind prescribes its laws to nature, it follows 
that we can know a priori the universal forms of nature, 
can know that the perceived world will always be connected in 
certain intelligible w’ays, that our experiences will always be of 
spatial and temporal things in fixed order, of things related 
as substance and accident, cause and effect, and as reciprocally 
influencing one another. Wc cannot, therefore, go wrong in 
applying the categories to the world of sense. But, let it not 
be forgotten, they can be legitimately employed only in the field 
of actual or possible experience, only in the phenomenal world ; 
their use is not valid outside of this sphere; we cannot tran- 
scend experience or have conceptual knowledge of the supersensu- 
ous, of things-in-themselves. It also follows from this theory 
that we cannot know a priori the matter or contents of experi- 
ence, what particular sensations (colors, sounds, weight, etc.) 
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■will be given ; all we can say is that whatever they may be, the 
mind will organize them according to its necessarj’ rules. 

But how can categories, which are intellectual, be applied to 
percepts, to sensible phenomena t Pure concepts and sense- 
percepts are absolutely dissimilar, or heterogeneous, according 
to Kant; how, then, can we get them together! There must 
be a third something, a »nedto/iH<7 idea between the pure con- 
cepts and the sense-perceptions, something that is pure (with- 
out anything empirical) and, at the same time, sensuous. This 
something Kant calls the iranscendenial schema, which is used 
to connect or relate our experience. The employment of such 
a schema is the schematism of the undcrsiaitding. The time- 
form fills the requirements laid down ; it is both pure and sensu- 
ous. All our ideas are subject to the time-form^ — that is, all 
our experiences are ordered by us in time: they take place in 
time. Hence, if the intellect is to influence sensibility at all, 
if it is to relate sense-experiences or connect them, it must make 
use of the time-form. It tries to image its concepts, its cate- 
gories, its uniform ways of coonectlog and relating, by means 
of the pure time-form, that is, to imagine them in certain time- 
relations. For example, it successively adds one to one, or con- 
siders time as a series of homogeneous moments, thus getting 
number. This operation of numbering, adding one to one, is 
the schema of the category of quantity, — this category expressed 
in the form of time. One moment of time expresses singnlarity ; 
several moments express particularity; all, or the totalitj* of 
moments, universaBty. The categoiy of quantity is expressed 
in the schema of time-series. The intellect also imagines sensa- 
tions occurring in time, a content in time, something in time, 
or it imagines nothing in time. This is its way of picturing to 
itself the category of quality; the concept of quality is expressed 
in the schema of time-content. The intellect looks upon the 
real in time, the content, as something that remains when every- 
thing' else changes. This is the way it imagines the category of 
substance. It considers the real as something upon which some- 
thing else invariably follows in time : this is its way of making 
perceivable the category of causality. Or it regards the quali- 
ties of one substance and the qualities of another as invariably 
appearing together in time ; this is its way of imaging the cate- 
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fain ways (space and time) and judges or thinks in certain 
ways (categories), that is so oj^anized by nature (a priori) that 
it must perceive and judge as it docs, there could be no uni- 
versal and necessary knowledge of objects of experience. Ivnowl- 
edge is the application of pure concepts of the understanding, 
or categories, to objects furnished us by the senses and perceived 
as spatial and temporal. Categories serve to make experience 
possible; that is their sole justification. 

So simple an act as the perception of the freezing of water, 
for example, would be impossible unless the mind apprehended 
two states (liquid and solid) as related in time and connected 
them in a single net of thought. Tlic same sjTithetic unity of 
apperception wliieh is neccssaiy in order that we may have 
judgment is necessarj' in order that we may have perception, 
in order that we may apprehend. The same spontaneous acts 
of recognition, reproduction, and imagination that operate in 
our thinking operate in sense-experience; and the same cate- 
gories arc at work in them both. Our world of experience is 
made possible by the categories; the pbenomeDal order, or 
nature as we perceive it, depends on the forms of our intelli- 
gence, not vice versa, as the empiricists hold. This is what Kant 
means when he sa>-8 that the understanding prescribes its laws 
to nature; this is the Copernican revolution which he intro- 
duced into philosophy. 

Since, then, the mind prescribes its laws to nature, it follows 
that we can know a priori the universal forms of nature. TVe 
can know that the perceived world will always be connected in 
certain intelligible ways/ that our experiences will alwaj’s be of 
spatial and temporal things in fixed order, of things related 
as substance and accident, cause and effect, and as reciprocally 
influencing one another. Wc cannot, therefore, go wrong in 
applying the categories to the world of sense. But, let it not 
be forgotten, they can be legitimately employed only in the field 
of actual or possible experience, only in the phenomenal world ; 
their use is not valid outside of this sphere; we cannot tran- 
scend experience or have conceptual knowledge of the supersensu- 
ous, of things-in-themselves. It also follows from this theory 
that we cannot know a priori the matter or contents of experi- 
ence, what particular sensatioia (colors, sounds, weight, etc.) 
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mil be given ; all we can say is that whatever they may be, the 
mind will organize them according to its necessary rules. 

But how can categories, which arc intellectual, be applied to 
percepts, to sensible phenomena f Pure concepts and sense- 
percepts are absolutely dissimilar, or heterogeneous, according, 
to Kant; how, then, can we get them together? There must 
be a third something, a medialing idea between the pure con- 
cepts and the sense-perceptions, something that is pure (with- 
out anything empirical) and, at the same time, sensuous. This 
something Kant calls the iraitscendenial schema, which is used 
to connect or relate our experience. The employment of such 
a schema is the sc/iemafwm of the understanding. The time- 
form fills the requirements laid down: it is both pure and sensu- 
ous. All our ideas are subject to the time-form, — that is, all 
our experiences are ordered by us in time: they take place in 
time. Hence, if the intellect is to influence sensibility at all, 
if it is to relate sense-experiences or connect them, it must make 
use of the time-form. It tries to image its concepts, its cate- 
gories, its uniform ways of connecting and relating, by means 
of the pure time-form, that is, to imagine them in certain time- 
relations. For example, it successively adds one to one, or con- 
siders time as a series of homogeneous moments, thus getting 
number. This operation of numbering, adding one to one, is 
the schema of the category of quantity, — this categorj’ expressed 
in tho form of time. One moment of time expresses singularity; 
several moments express particularity; all, or the totality of 
moments, universality. The category of quantity is expressed 
in the schema of time-series. The intellect also imagines sensa- 
tions occurring in time, a content in time, something in time, 
or it imagines nothing in time. This is its way of picturing to 
itself the category of quality; the concept of quality is expressed 
in the schema of time-content. The intellect looks upon the 
real in time, the content, as something that remains when every- 
thing else changes. This is the way it imagines the categorj* of 
substance. It considers the real os something upon which some- 
thing else invariably follows in time; this is its way of making 
perceivable the category of cansalitj*. Or it regards the quali- 
ties of one substance and the qualities of another as invariably 
appearing together in time; this is its way of imaging the cate- 
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gory of reciprocal action. The categories of substance, causality, 
and reciprocal action are expressed in the schema of time-order 
(permanence, succession, simultaneity). Or it thinks of some- 
thing as existing at any time (category of possibility), at a 
definite time (actuality), at all iim^ (necessity). The cate- 
gories of possibility, actuality, and necessity are expressed in 
the schema of time-comprehension. 

As has been pointed out, we cannot transcend our experi- 
ence or have a priori knowledge of the supersensible, of things- 
in-themselves, of things as they are apart from 
the way they affect consciousness. Knowledge im- 
Tbemsel^”' perception, and things-in-themselves cannot 

be perceived by the senses: in sense-perception only 
the way they appear to consciousness is made known. Nor can 
they be perceived or intuited by the intellect; we do not possess 
inteUectiial intuition, we cannot see things face to face, at one 
glance, in the mind*s eye, as it were; the intellect is discursive, 
not intuitive. If we apply categories to such a thing-in-itself, 
we cannot justify them: we cannot prove, for example, that 
everything that exists exists as a substance in an intelligible 
world. We can, however, think such a thing-in-itself, speak of 
it as something to which none of the predicates of sense- 
perception applies; say that it is not in space or in time, that 
it does not change, and so on. Not a single category, however, 
can be applied to it, because we have no means of knowing 
whether anything corresponding to it exists. We should never 
know whether anything existed corresponding to the notion of 
substance if perception did not furnish us with a case in which 
the category is applied. In the case of the thing-in-itself, how- 
ever, perception leaves us in the lurch. 

The notion of a thing-in-itself is unknowable. But it is not 
a contradictory concept, for we surely cannot maintain that 
the phenomenal order is the only possible form of perception. 
We can have sensible knowledge only of sensible things, not of 
things-in-themselves ; the senses cannot presume to know every- 
thing the intellect thinks. The concept of the thing-in-itself, or 
noinnenon, as something not knowable by the senses (but the 
possibility of knowing which in intellectual intuition is think- 
able) is, therefore, a limiting concept; it says to the senses: here 
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i<t your limit, you can po no furtlicr, here is where your 
juri«diclion ceases. You can know only phenomena ; tlic non- 
phenomenal, the noumenal, the intcllipihle is boyoiul you. 

1 know thinps not n« they nre in tlicmsclrcs, but only as they 
appear to me. Similarly, I do not know mtjtclf m I am, hut 
only as 1 npjx'ar to myself. I am conscious of my existence, 
of my activity, of my Kponlancity. Hut consciousness of oneself 
is not knowlcdpe of one’s ielf. To know is to have percepts, I 
do not perceive my self, my opo, nor do I possess an intellec- 
tual intuition of my self; f see rnj'self throupfi tlic plnsses of 
perception, that is, throuph the time-form, as a succcasion of 
states. But thouph I cannot know the epo in the sense of per- 
ccinng it, I can think it. fmiced, Kant’s whole theory' of knowl- 
etlpc is based on the thoupht of such an epo: the synthetic tinity 
of apperception is nothinp hut the self-conscious .self. There 
can be no knowlodpc without a self-conscious, nnifyinp self; but 
this self itself cannot In' known In the sense of l>einp perceived 
directly. 

'We cannot, therefore,— that is now plain,— have universal and 
necessary or a priori knowle<lpc of nnythinp non-pcrccivable. 
Hence, sve cannot have a mclnphysic that transcends experience, 
a mctaph}*sic of thinps-in-lhcmsc1vcs, a mctnphysic that can 
otTcr us Rcnuinc knowlcdpc of a non-phcnomcnal world, — free 
will, immortality, and Qotl. But we can have a priori science 
of the phenomenal order, for the reasons already mentioned. 
Mathematics owes its ncecasity to the forms of space and time, 
pcomctiy being based on a priori spacc-pcrccption, arithmetic 
on the notion of numlwr, which expresses a priori time- 
perception. XotumI science rc.sts on the cateporics: in it we 
Bpc.ak of snbstnnre and accident, cause and effect, interaction, 
and so forth. Ilumc and the cmpiricksts arc wrong, "We can 
Imve universal and neccssarj’ knowledge in mathematies and in 
physics, hut it is knowledge of phenomena only, and knowledge 
only of the form and arrangement of phenomena. "We cannot 
know things-in-thcmsclves; in this Ilume is right. Things-in- 
thcm.selves, however, exist; indeed, they must exist, otherwise 
sensation is unexplainahle. Corresponding to phenomena there 
mast be something that appears, something extra incnlcvi, some- 
thing that afTects oiir senses and supplies the matter of our 
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Ivnowledge. Kant does not, for a moment, donbt the existence 
of such a thing-in-itself. In the second edition of the Critique 
he even proceeds to prove its existence (Refutation of Ideal- 
ism). But, after liis strong insistence that it exists and that it 
is the ground of our sensations, he is compelled by the nature 
of his sj'stem to make it a very uncertain and hazy factor. It 
becomes a limiting concept, a kind of check to the pretensions 
of sense-knowledge: we cannot know the supersensible by means 
of the senses. Then, again, we arc told that although we cannot 
fcnow it, we can think it; we can deny categories of it. Or we 
can apply categories to it, but these categories have no objective 
validity when so applied. Here was a problem which had to 
be worked out, and to this Kant himself gave further atten- 
tion and to this his successors addressed themselves with zeal, as 
we shall see. 

The aim of Kant was to show, first, against the “ skeptic " 
Hume, that wo can have knowledge in mathematics and physics; 

second, against the Leibniz-Wolflian dogmatists,” 
that we cannot have knowledge of the super* 
physics*" sensible in metaphysics, that metaphysics in this 
sense Is a p.scudo-8cience,* To the second part of 
his problem wo now turn. The understanding can know only 
what con be experienced; but reason strives to go beyond the 
confines of the understanding, and attempts to conceive the 
supersensible, that for which we have no object in perception, 
that which is merely thought. It confuses percepts with mere 
thought, and in this way falls into all kinds of ambiguities, 
equivocations, false inferences, and contradictions. That is what 
happens in the mctaphj'sics of the transcendent. Questions 
wliich have a moaning when asked with respect to our world 
of experience have none when we transcend phenomena. No- 
tions like cause and clTect, substance and accident, which arc 
perfectly legitimate when applied to the phenomenal order, have 
no moaning when transferred to a nonmenal world. Meta* 

• There are, however, nevcral aeiues In which he regarila mcUphy*lf» a* 
po48»hIe5 {\) as a study of the theory of VnowledRe; (2) a* abwiute 
Ictiowled;^? of the form* and laws of natare; (3) as aheolute knowIe<l^e of 
the laws or forms of the will, ie„ as moral phno«ophyj (■I) as knowW;^ 
of the spiritual world, based on the moral lawj (5) as a hypolhtth ol the 
unherw, having a certain degree of probahility. 
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physics too often forgets this, confusing phenomena with non- 
mena, and so comes to predicate of the transcendent, concepts 
which are valid only in onr world of sense. In this way it 
falls into error and illusion, which, as involving principles of 
the understanding, Kant calls transcendental illusion. He calls 
the principles which are applied witliin the confines of pos- 
sible experience imnjCHcnf principles, those which transcend 
these limits transcendent principles, or concepts of reason, or 
Ideas. It is an ine^ntable illusion of reason to mistake our 
subjective principles, which apply to sensations, for objective 
principles, and to apply them to things-in-themselves. It is 
the business of Transcendental Dialectics to discover the illu- 
sion of such transcendent judgments and to prevent such illusion 
from deceiving us. It cannot, however, destroy the illusion, 
for the illusion is natural and inevitable j we may see through 
it and avoid being deceived by it, but we cannot get rid of it. 

A careful examination of the ailments of metaphysics will 
reveal a lot of logical fallacies, equivocations, nonsequiturs, and 
contradictions. As we saw ^fore, the understanding is the 
name given to the faculty of the mind, or reason in general, 
which connects our experiences in uniform ways, according to 
rules or principles, thus furnishing us with many Judgments. 
These judgments may, in turn, be embraced under more com- 
prehensive a priori concepts. The faculty of the mind which 
is engaged in this work is Eeason as a faculty of subsuming 
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experience : they have no empirical value or use. Thus, we can 
never represent the Idea of an absolute Totality in the form 
of an image; it is a problem wiQiout a solution. Yet these Ideas 
have their value and use as guides to the understanding, they 
lead it onward in its pursuit of knowledge. 

(a) Rational Pstjchology. Thus, it is legitimate to conclude 
that there can be no knowledge unless there is a subject, self, 
or knower, unless thoughts come together in a single conscious- 
ness, and unless the self that thinks the subject is the same 
self that thinks the predicate, in a judgment. But we have no 
right to infer that this Icnower is a self-existent, simple, inde- 
composable self-identical soul-substance, one that remains the 
same in all change. In reasoning thus, rational psychology 
draws conclusions not warranted by the premises; it uses the 
terms (self or subject and soul) in different senses, and is 
guilty of a fallacy, which Kant wills a paralogism. "We cannot 
prove, theoretically, the existence of free will and an immortal 
sonl. Still, although rational psychology does not add anything 
to our knowledge, it prevents us from adopting either a soul- 
less materialism or a groundless spiritualism. Reason here gives 
us a hint to turn from fruitless speculations and to put our self- 
knowledge to moral use. The moral law teaches man to esteem 
the mere consciousness of righteousness more than anything 
else in the world, and to render himself fit to become the citizen 
of a better world, which exists in his Idea only. 

(b) Rational Cosmology. Reason also tries to reduce the 
objective conditions of all our phenomena to an ultimate and 
supreme condition, or an unconditioned. We form the Idea 
of nature as a whole, the Idea of a universe, and either conceive 
this as the principle on which all phenomena depend, or we 
seek the unconditioned among the phenomena themselves. In 
either case we form cosmological Ideas, and involve ourselves 
in all kinds of antitheses, which Kant calls antinomies; sophis- 
tical propositions W’hieh can neither hope for confirmation nor 
need fear refutation from experience. The thesis is free from 
contradiction and is rooted in the necessity of reason, hut, un- 
fortunately, the antithesis can produce equally cogent and nec- 
essary grounds for its support. 

There are four such antinomies in which both the thesis and 
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the antithesis can be proved. It can be proved (1) that the 
world has a beginnings in lime, and that it has no beginning 
in time, or is eternal ; that it is limited in space, and that it is 
unlimited in space; (2) that bodies arc infinitely divisible, and 
that they are not infinitely divisible, that there are simple parts 
in them, which cannot be further divided (atonic) ; (3) that 
there is freedom in the world, and that everything in the world 
takes place according to the laws of nature; (4) that there ex- 
ists an absolutely necessary Being belonging to the world, either 
as part or as cause of it ; and that there is no such Being, cither 
within or without the world, as the cause of it. In preferring 
one side to the other, the participants do not consult the logical 
test of truth, but only their own interest. Every right-thinking 
man has a certain practical interest in the thesis, or dogmatism, 
if he knows his true interests. That the world has a begin- 
ning, that my thinking self is simple and imperishable, that 
it is free and not subject to the compulsion of nature, that the 
whole order of things, which constitutes the world, springs from 
an original Being whence everj'tliing receives its unity and pur- 
poseful connection, — these are so many supports of ethics and 
religion. The antithesis, or empiricism, robs ns, or seems to 
rob us, of all these supports. If there is no original Being dif- 
ferent from the world ; if the world is without a beginning and, 
therefore, without a Creator; if our will is not free, and our 
'soul is divisible and perishable like matter, our moral Ideas and 
principles lose all validity and fall with the transcendental Ideas 
which form their theoretic support. 

There is also a speculative Interest involved. For if we 
assume the transcendental Ideas in the thesis, we can conceive 
a priori the whole chain of conditions and the derivation of the 
conditioned by beginning with the unconditioned. The an- 
tithesis does not accomplish this. Yet, if the empiricist were 
satisfied with putting down presumption and rashness, lus prin- 
ciple would serve to teach moderation in claims. "We should not 
be deprived of our own intellectual prcswmpt/ofis or our faith 
in their influence on our practical interests. They would merely 
have lost the pompons titles of science and rational insight, be- 
cause true speculative knowledge can never have any other ob- 
ject than experience. But empiricism itself becomes dogmatic 
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and toldly denies what goes beyond the sphere of intuitive 
knowledge, which does irreparable injury to the practical inter- 
ests of reason. 

Kant solves the difficulties involved in the antinomies by 
pointing out that the antithesis holds for the phenomenal world, 
and the thesis for the nonmenal world. Our sense-perceived, 
spatial-temporal world has no first beginning in time and no 
extreme limit in space. "We never experience absolute limits; 
we can never stop an3nvhere in the regressus of time or in the 
progressus of space. But there may be a non-spatial world in 
which absolutely simple beings exist, a world of spiritual en- 
tities. It does not follow that because a limit is impossible in 
the one world, it is also impossible in the other. For all we 
know, the true world may have had a beginning, have been 
created by God, and be limited. Still, we have no right to search 
for spiritual beings in space and for spatial things in the super- 
sensible realm. 

In the same way, the causal antimony is solved. In the phe- 
nomeml series, everything is conditioned by something like it, 
every effect has a phenomenal cause; no breach is possible in 
the causal nexus. It is our business to go right on in the chain 
ad infinitum. Still, it is conceivable that a phenomenal condi- 
tion has also an intelligible or noumenal condition, that there is 
something outside of the phenomenal series on which the phe- 
nomenally conditioned depends. It is settled by the nature of 
our intelligence that we shall never find a free cause in the 
sense-world, hence we cannot derive the Idea of freedom from 
experience. It is a transcendental Idea because reason creates 
it independently of experience. It is easy to see, however, that 
if all causality in the world of sense were merely natural cau- 
sality, every event would be necessarily determined by some 
other event, every act would be a necessaiy natural effect of 
some phenomenon in nature. The denial of transcendental free- 
dom, of spontaneity, would destroy practical or moral freedom. 
Practical freedom presupposes that although something did not 
happen, it ought to have happened, hence that its phenomenal 
cause was not absolutely determining, tliat our will could have 
produced it independently of its natural causes and even con- 
trary to their power and influence. If transcendental freedom 
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is possible, practical freedom is possible r the will may be inde- 
pendent of the coercion of sensnous impulses, not necessitated 
as is the will of the brute. 

In such a way freedom and natural necessity could be recon- 
ciled. 'We can regard the phenomena as caused by the thing-in- 
itself, the intelligible cause, which is not perceived, but whose 
acts, the phenomena, are perceived and arranged in the unbroken 
causal series. One and the same phenomenon, looked at as part 
of the phenomenal world of space and time, would then be a link 
in a causal chain ; looked at as the act of the non-perceived thing- 
in-itself, it would be the act of a free cause, which originates 
its effects in the world of sense by Usclf. On the one side, the 
event would he an effect of nature only ; on the other, an effect 
of freedom. In other words, this effect is a phenomenon and 
must have an empirical cause, but this empirical cause itself can 
be the effect of a non-empirical cause, or intelligible cause, .or 
free cause, without breaking, in the least, its connection with 
natural causes. 

Applying this teaching to man, we would have the following 
result. Looked at through the spectacles of sense and under- 
standing, man is a part of nature; in this sense he has an 
empirical character, he is a link in a chain of causes and effects. 
But in really man is an intelligible or spiritual being. To such 
a being the sense-forms do not apply; such a being can originate 
acts. And man is aware of this power, in that he holds him- 
self responsible. "Whenever we think of an act as a phenomenon, 
we cannot regard it as beginning by itself, it must have a cause. 
We cannot, however, regard reason in that way, we cannot say 
that the state in which reason determined the will was preceded 
by another state, and so on. For reason is not a phenomenon, 
and therefore not subject to any of the conditions of sensibility 
(time, space, causality). Hence, we cannot interpret its cau- 
sality in the natural way, that eii>ect a cause for eveiything 
it does. Reason, or the intelligible, or man as he is in himself, 
is the permanent condition of all his voluntary acts. The em- 
pirical character is only the sensuous schema of the intellectual 
character, that is, the way we image man, phenomenalize 
him. 

This shows Kant’s meaning clearly. Every voluntary act is 
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the direct effect of the intelligible character, of pure reason; 
hence, man is a free agent, he is not a link in the chain of 
natural causes. Yet the act itself, when looked at as a phe- 
nomenon, is absolutely determined. The man in himself is a 
free agent, he originates acts; but when these acts are perceived 
by a mind, that mind weaves them into a web of causes, puts 
something before them and after them, makes them the effects 
of particular impulses, ideas, education, natural disposition, and 
so on. But the real cause of the act is reason; the action is 
imputed to the man’s intelligible character, which shows that 
we imagine that reason is not affected at all by the influences 
of the senses, and that it does not change. 

In the Grifigue of Pure Reason, however, Kant does not aim 
to establish the reality of freedom or even to prove the possi- 
bility of freedom. He simply wishes to point out that rea- 
son creates the Idea that it can begin, absolutely, a causal 
series and, at the same time, prescribes laws of causality to 
the understanding, or involves itself in an antinomy; and to 
prove that nature does not contradict the Idea of free cau- 
sality. 

The antinomy of necessary Being and contingent being Kant 
solves thus. The intellect refuses to regard anything as neces- 
sary or independent within the phenomenal series; everything 
is contingent or accidental, that is, depends on something else. 
But this would not be denying that the whole series may depend 
on some intelligible Being, which is free, independent of all 
empirical conditions, and itself the ground of the possibility 
of all these phenomena. We can regard the whole world of 
sense as the expression of some intelligible Being, which is 
the substance, the necessarj' Being without which nothing can 
exist, and which needs nothing in order that it -may exist. The 
intellect must not say that because the intelligible is useless in 
explaining •phtnomena, it is, therefore, impossible. Such a 
Being may be impossible, bht it docs not follow from what we 
have found to he true of the understanding, that it is impossible. 
When we are speaking of phenomena, we must speak in terms 
of sense, but that is not necessarily the only way of looking 
at things; we can conceive of another orde'r of existence, of an 
order of things-in-themselves, of non-sensuous thought-tilings. 
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of things not as they appear to the senses, but as we can think 
them. We are bound to assume something intelligible on which 
phenomena depend, but wc Jcnow nothing of such objects; all 
we can do is to form some kind of notion of them, conceive 
them by analogy with the ways in which we use concepts of 
experience. 

(c) liaiional Theology. We form the Idea of an empirical 
whole, of a whole of experience, and we conceive this system 
of objects, this universe of things, or phenomena, ns something 
existing apart from us. Wc forget that it is our Idea, and so 
make an entity of it. We represent it as an individual thing, 
containing in itself all reality: as the most real thing, ns the 
highest reality, all-suHleicnt, ctemal, and simple. This idea 
Kant calls the ideal of a transcendental thcologj'. The ideal of 
the most real Being, however, is a mere Idea. First we make 
an object of it, that is, a phenomenal object, 'then wc make an 
entity of it, and then wc personify it. 

There are only three proofs for the existence of Ood, the 
physico-theological, the cosmological, and the ontological, all of 
which arc worthless. tTo take the ontological argument: TJie 
conception of a Being that contains all reality does not imply 
existence. Existence does not follow from the notion of the 
most real beings here wo spin out of on entirely nrbitrarj* Idea 
tlic existence of an object corresponding to it. In the cosmo- 
logical proof, wo conclude from the Idea of all possible experi- 
ence (world or cosmos) the existence of a necessary Being. Go<l 
alone can be conceived ns such a Being. We have no right, how- 
ever, to conclude that because wc think tliere must be an abso- 
lute Being, such a Being exists. This Is really the ontological 
proof over again. Sloreovcr, the argument concludes from the 
accidental or contingent to a cau.se. Such nn inference has no 
meaning outside of the phenomenal world, but in the cosmological 
proof it is used to transcend experience, which is forbidden. 
Kant points out that the argument contains a nest of dmloctical 
assumptions. It may be permissible to assume the c.tistcnce of 
God ns the cause of all possible effects, in order to assist reason 
in the search for the unity of causes, hut to say such a Being 
necessarily exists is not the niotlest language of legitimate hypoth- 
esis, but the impudent assurance of apodictic certainty. The un- 
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conditional necessity, which we require as the last support of 
things, is the true ahyss of human reaso:^ 

The physico-theological argument infers the existence of a 
Supreme Being from the nature and arrangement of the present 
world. It, too, fails. The manifoldness, order, and beauty of 
the world, it tells us, lead us to infer a cause of its origin and 
continuance. Such a cause must possess a higher degree of 
perfection than any possible experience of ours. "What is to 
prevent us from conceiving all possible perfection as united in 
tliis Supreme Cause as in one single substance? The proof de- 
serves respect; it is the oldest and clearest and most in con- 
formity with human reason. It reveals purposes and ends in 
nature, where our observation would not itself have detected 
them. Nevertheless, we cannot approve of its claims to apodictic 
certainty. It is an argument by analogy, inferring from the 
similarity between natural products and works of human art 
(houses, ships, clocks) that a similar causality, namely under- 
standing and will, lies at the bottom of nature. If we must 
name a cause, we cannot do better than to follow the analogy 
of such products of human design, which are the only ones 
of which we know completely both cause and effect. There 
would be no excuse if reason w'ere to surrender a causality 
which it knows, and have recourse to obscure and indemonstrable 
principles of explanation which it does not know. The argu- 
ment, however, could, at best, establish a world-architect, who 
would be much hampered by the quality of the material with 
which he has to work, but not a world-creator to whose Idea_ 
everything is subject. The physico-theological proof leads from; 
experience to the cosmological proof, which is merely the dis- 
guised ontological proof. The ontological proof would be the 
only possible proof if such a proof were possible at all. 

Outside of the field of experience, the principle of causality 
cannot be employed and has no meaning. Hence, unless we 
make the moral laws the basis or are guided by them, we can 
have no rational theology. For, all synthetic principles of the 
understanding are applicable immanently only, that is, in the 
phenomenal realm; to arrive at a knowledge of a Supreme‘Being, 
we must use them transcendentally, and for this our under- 
standing is not prepared. Even if we should allow the causal 
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leap beyond the limits of experience, we could not reach a con* 
cept of a Supreme Being, becai^e we never experience the 
greatest of all possible effects from which to conclude the Supreme 
Cause. Transcendental theology has an important negative use, 
however; it acts as a’constant censor of our reason and removes 
all atheistic or deistie or anthropomorphic assertions. 

Though the transcendental Ideas produce an irresistible illu- 
sion, they are as natural to reason as are the categories of the 
understanding. The latter, however, convey truth, 
i.e., agreement of our concepts with their objects. 9^ Meta- 
Eveiy faculty has its use, provided u‘e can dis- 
cover its right direction. The transcendental 
Ideas have their immanent use ; but when they are mistaken for 
concepts of real things, they are transcendent in their applica- 
tion and deceptive- They have no consUluttve use, that is, they 
are not concepts of objects; they have a regulative use, that is, 
they direct the understanding to a certam aim: they unify the 
manifoldness of concepts, just as the categories bring unity into 
the manifoldness of objects. Through the Ideas reason aims 
to systematize our knowledge, to connect it by means of one 
principle. This systematic unity b merely logical; the reason 
must keep on unifj’ing; sj’stematic unity is a method, it is 
subjectively and logically necessary, as a method, not objectiveli/ 
so. Many of the so-called scientific principles are Ideas, having 
hypothetical value, but not absolute truth. We can know a priori 
only the forms of reality, e.g., that it is spatial and temporal, that 
things are causally related. But that there are fundamental 
causes, or powers, or substances, or even one such power, or 
cause, or substance, is a mere hypothesis. We caimot assert that 
such unity exists, hut we must always look for it, in the interest 
of teasCrti, in order to introduce order into our knowledge. Phi- 
losophers assume that there is such unity in nature when they 
say: “ Principles should not be multiplied beyond necessity.” 

Some students of nature (preeminently speculative) are more 
intent on the unitg of nature, on discovering likeness in di- 
versity; others (preeminently empirical) are constantly striving 
to divvie nature into species. The latter tendency is based on 
a logical principle which aims at systematic completeness. Every 
genus has different species; these, different sub-species, and 
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so on. Reason demands that no species be regarded as the lowest 
in itself. ‘We have therefore the law of homogeneity and the 
law of specification, which ore not derived from experience. 
Moreover, there are always intervening species possible between 
the species and sub-species. This is the law of the continuity 
oI species: there is no transition from one to another per solium, 
by leaps, but only bj’ smaller degrees of difference. This law 
presupposes a transcendental law of nature (the law of con- 
tinuity in nature), without which the understanding would only 
be misled, hy following, it may be, a path contrary to nature. 
Bnt this continuity of forms is, likewise, a mere Idea, no object 
corresponding to it can be pointed out in experience ■, the species 
in nature arc actually divided. The law just guides the under- 
standing in general, it has no reference to any particular objects. 
The two principles (unity and difference) can easily be com- 
bined, but so long as wc mistake them for objective knowledge, 
they cause discord and even obstacles in the way of truth. 

The Ideas have objective reality in a certain sense; not in 
the sense that wc can find anywhere in experience an object 
corresponding to them : we cannot see anj'wherc a highest genus 
or a lowest species or the infinite number of intervening 
transition-species. They have objective reality in the sense that 
the understanding is their object, and that they give rules to 
this understanding. Tliey outline the procedure or method for 
understanding to follow; they say: keep on seeking for a high- 
est genus, for a lowest species, and so on. In this way they 
have an indirect effect on the objects of experience; they bring 
consistency into the functions of the understanding. 

The only purpose of the Idea of a Supreme Being is to pre- 
serve the greatest systematic unity in the empirical use of our 
reason. The Idea of a ground or cause of the objects of our’ 
experience helps us to organize our knowledge. The psycho- 
logical, cosmological, and theological Ideas are not referred 
directly to an object corresponding to them and its qualities, 
yet by presupposing such an object in Idea we are led to 
organize and extend our knowledge without ever contradicting 
it. Hence, it is a necessary moxtm of reason to proceed accord- 
ing to such Ideas. In psychologj', we must connect all inner 
phenomena cs if our soul were a simple substance existing 
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permaaently, and with personal identity (in this life, at least), 
in order that wc may unify our facts. In cosmology, we must 
pursue the conditions of all natural phenomena (inner and 
outer) in an investigation that can never he complete, as if 
the series were infinite and had no first and highest member. 
In theolog}', we must look at everything that may belong in 
the connection of possible experience, as if that experience formed 
an absolute unity (but yet a unity thoroughly dependent and al- 
ways conditioned \vithin the world of sense) . At the same time, 
also, we must look at it as if the totalitj’ of all phenomena 
(the sense-world) had one supreme and all-sufficient ground 
outside of it, namely an independent, original, and creative 
reason. All this does not mean: derive the inner phenomena of 
the soul from a simple thinking sulKtance, but: derive thc.se phe- 
nomena from each other according to the Idea of a simple being: 
that is, treat these phenomena in the usual scientific way, but 
keep before your mind the Idea that there is unity in this body 
of phenomena. It does not mean : derive from the highest in- 
telligence the world-ortlcr and the systematic unity of the some, 
but: use the Idea of a most wise Cause as a guide how best to 
employ the reason in connecting causes and clTects in the world, 
for reason’s own satisfaction. 

Thc.se Ideas or principles, then, are not mere fictions of the 
brain, but are highly useful, indeed neccssarj'. "SVe cannot think 
of sy.slematie unity without giving the Idea some object, without 
objectifying it or realizing it, as it were. Bat no such object is 
ever experienced, it is assumed problematically, — as a problem. 
"Vre assume a God so that we may have some ground on which 
to fix the systematic tinity, some focal point from which and 
to which to proceed. The same thoughts apply to the Idea of 
It is sot to he rf^arded as a thingdn-itscJf, 
an entity of which we can know anj'thing, but ns something on 
which we can rest our thought, a kind of focal point to which 
to refer all states of consciousness. If we take the Idea for 
what it is, for a mere Idea, we shall not confuse empirical laws 
of corporeal phenomena (which are totally different) witl> the 
explamnlions of what belong? to the inner sense, we .shall admit 
no windy hypotheses of generation, extinction, and palingenesis 
of souls. 
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Human knowledge begins with percepts, proceeds to con- 
cepts, and ends with Ideas. It has a priori sources of knowl- 
edge with respect to all tliree elements. A complete criticism 
shows that reason, in its spceulative use, can never go be7ond 
the field of possible experience with respect to these elements. 

Among the Ideas which reason applies in the contemplation 
of nature is the Idea of purpose, or the teleological Idea. This 
Idea Kant subjects to careful criticism in a sepa- 
E®.® . rate work called The Critique of Judgment, in 

Nafure^ ^ which also the nature of msthetie judgment is dis- 
cussed. The understanding conceives every ex- 
istent whole of nature solely as the effect of the concurrent 
moving forces of its parts. In the ease of organic bodies, how- 
ever, the parts seem, to depend on the whole, to be determined by 
the form or plan or Idea of the whole. Every part is both a 
means and an end and, in cooperating to make the whole pos- 
sible, is determined by the Idea of the whole. Here, again, 
we have an antinomy and a dialectic the thesis stating: the 
creation of all material things is possible sceording to mechanical 
laws j the antithesis ; the creation of some is not possible accord- 
ing to mechanical laws. The contradiction is removed when we 
take these propositions not as constitutive principles but as regu- 
lative principles. In the latter sense, the first invites us to seek 
for mechanical causes in material nature wherever it is possible ; 
the second to search for final causes or purposes in certain cases 
(and even in nature as a whole) where the mechanieal explana- 
tion does not seem to suffice. It does not follow from these 
principles, if we interpret them thus, that certain natural prod- 
ucts cannot be explained mechanically nor that they can be 
explained by mechanical caiKality alone. Human reason will 
never be able to discover a natural purpose by searching for 
mechanieal causes. It is not impossible that the physical- 
mechanical series and the trieological series of the same things 
may be united in one principle in the inner ground of nature 
which is unknown to us. "We are compelled by the constitution 
of our reason, by our reflective judgment, as Kant here calls 
it, to view the organic world as purposive ; but sense-experience 
never discovers such a purpose nor do we possess any intel- 
lectual intuition that might enable us to see it. We cannot 
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assume a blind unconscious purpose, for this ^yould be h7Jo2oism, 
■which means the death of all natural philosophy; besides, we 
never find such blind purposes in our experience ; the only kind 
of purposes we know are the conscious purposes of man. Kant 
repudiates vitalism ; we must either abandon the effort to deter- 
mine the cause of the unity of the organism or conceive it as 
an intelligent Being. The value of the teleological Idea consists 
in guiding the investigator in the study of nature ; it helps him 
to discover the purpose which an organ and the smallest part 
of the body serve and by means of what efficient causes the result 
or purpose is realized. Tlie teleological interpretation of nature 
is, therefore, an inevitable attitude of reason, aroused by the 
contemplation of certain phenomenal forms, but it bos no legiti- 
mate use in experience except as a working-hypothesis or guiding 
principle. 

The final purpose of nature in arranging our reason is a moral 
one. The whole interest of reason, whether speculative or prac- 
tical, is centered on three questions : 'What can I 
knowt "What ought I to dot "What may I hope Practical Um 
fort “We can never have knowledge of the exist- 
cnee of God, f/ccdom, and immortality in the Theology 
scientific sense of that term. The purely specu- 
lative interest in these problems, however, is vary small. Even 
if all of them were proved, they would not help us to make 
any discoveries in the field of natural science. They arc of no 
use to us in so far as knowledge is concerned; their real value 
is practical, ethical. Now, our reason commands moral laws. 
The moral laws are necessary. If they are, we can reason theo- 
retically from them as premises in a neccssarj' way. The law 
tells me to act so that I ■vrill be deserving of happiness; this 
is a necessary' practical law. Since reason commands tin's, it 
must follow, as a necessity of theoretical reason, that 1 may hope 
for happiness. Slorality and happiness are inseparably con- 
nected, but they arc connected in Idea only. Now, if God is 
the author of the natural order, it is possible to hope that this 
natural order is also a moral order, or rather that in such a 
natural order happiness will accompany morality. Our reason 
compels us to regard ourselves as belonging to a moral world- 
order, in which happiness and morality are connected. But the 
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■world of sense sliows nothing but phenomena, in which such a 
connection is not revealed. Therefore, we shall have to assume 
a future world in which the connection does exist. God, there- 
fore, and 0 future life arc two presuppositions which, accord- 
ing to the principles of pure reason, cannot be separated from 
the obligation (moral law) which reason imposes upon us. 

Moral theology inevitably leads to the concept of a single all- 
perfect and rational original Being. This Being must be om- 
nipotent, so that all nature and its relation to morality can be 
subject to him; omniscient, so that lie may know the innermost 
disposition and its moral worth; omnipresent, that he may be 
immediate to all the needs which the highest good of the world 
requires; eternal, that this Immionj’ of nature and freedom may 
never be absent. If the world is to harmonize with what our 
practical reason, our moral use of reason, demands, H must be 
regarded as derived from an Idea, the Idea of tlic highest good. 
Our practical reason demands the union of virtue and happiness; 
this cannot be unless we look upon the world os having a moral 
purpose, — a moral Being behind it that realizes tlie purpose. In 
this way speculative reason and practical reason become united. 
And in this way, the study of nature tends to assume the form 
of a teleological sj’stcm, and to become phi-sioo-thcology. In 
other words, we arc led to teleology and God through the 
moral law. 

Pure reason, therefore, in its practical employment, that is, 
os moral reason, connects n knowledge, — which mere speculation 
can only conjecture, but not guarantee, — with our highest prac- 
tical interest. It thereby makes it not a demonstrated dogma, 
but an absolutely necessary presupposition for its essential 
purposes. 

Kant’s moral philosophy, which he presents in his Gnind- 
Icgxing zxir Meiaphysik dcr Sitten, Kritik der prakixschexx 
Ethics Pcr7i«n/<, and Mctaphxjsih der Sitten, may be re- 

garded as an attempt to judge the quarrel between 
intuitionism and empiricism, idealism and hedonism. His fun- 
damental problem is to discover the meaning of goodness, right 
and wrong, or duty, and the implications of our moral knowl- 
edge; how shall we define duty and what follows from man’s 
moral nature? 
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Koussean had taught him that nothing is absolutely good 
in this world or out of it except a good will. A will is good 
when it is determined by respect for the moral law, or the con- 
sciousness of duty. An act that is done from inclination, say 
from self-love or even sympathy, is not moral; to be that, it 
must be done in the face of such impulses, from sheer 
respect for law. Sloreover, the rightness or wrongness of 
an act does not depend on its effects or consequences; it is 
immaterial whether happiness or perfection results, so long 
as the motive of the agent is good. Pure respect for the 
law is the sublime test. The sentimental morality of the vol- 
unteers of duty ” was as distasteful to Kant as the utility- 
ethics. The moral law is a categorical imperative ; it commands 
categorically, nnconditionally ; it does not say; Do this if you 
would be happy or successful or perfect, but : Do it because it is 
your duty to do it (duty for dat>'’s sake). It does not concern 
itself ^th particular acts or even with general rules, but lays 
down a fundamental principle: Always act so that you can will 
the maxim or determining principle of yonr action to become 
universal law; act so that you can will that everj'body shall 
follow the principle of your action. This law is a sure test 
of what is right and wrong. For example, you cannot will that 
everybody should make lying promises, for if everj’body did, 
nobody would believe anybody, and lying promises would defeat 
themselves. A rational being cannot really will a contradiction, 
and it would be a contradiction to will a lying promise. Nor 
can such a being u*ill to disregard the welfare of others, for if 
such conduct became universal, he himself might some day be 
treated inhumanly, and he could not will to be a member of 
such an inhuman society. 

This law or categorical imperative is a universal and neces- 
sary law, a priori, inherent in reason itself. It is present in the 
commonest man ; though he may not be clearly conscious of it, 
it governs his moral judgments; it is his standard or criterion 
of right and wrong. Implied in this law, or rather identical 
with it, is another law: Act so as to treat humanity, whether 
in thine own person or in that of any other, in every’ case as 
an end withal and never as a means. Every' man conceives his 
own existence as an end in itself, as having worth, and must 
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therefore regard the existence of every rational creature in the 
same way. Here we have the humanitarian ideal which was 
preached by the Stoics and primitive Christianity, and which 
played such an important r61e in the ethical and political theories 
of the eighteenth century. 

The rational will, therefore, Imposes upon itself universal 
law's, laws that hold for all and are acceptable to all. If every- 
body obeyed the law of reason, a society of rational beings would 
result, a kingdom of ends, as Kant calls it, a society organized 
by rational purposes. The categorical imperative, in other 
words, implicitly commands a perfect society; the ideal of a ra- 
tional realm of spirits is necessarily implied in it Therefore, 
every rational being ought to act as if he were by his maxims, 
his universal principles, a legislating member of a universal king- 
dom of ends. He is both sovereign and subject: he lays’ down 
the law and acknowledges the law. By virtue of his moral na- 
ture, he is a member of a spiritual kingdom; in recognizing the 
authority of the law over him, be recognizes the ideal world as 
the highest good. 

A man who is governed by the moral law and not by his im- 
pulses, his selfish desires, his appetites, is free. The brute is 
the play-ball of its wants and instincts; through the knowl- 
edge of the moral law within him, man can resist his sensuous 
appetites, all of which aim at selfish pleasure. And because he 
can suppress his sense-nature he is free: he ought, therefore he 
can. The moral imperative is the expression of man’s real self, 
of the very principle of his being. It is his innermost self that 
expresses itself in the moral law; the moral law is his com- 
mand, the command of every rational being. He imposes the 
law upon himself: this is his autonomy. 

The fact of the moral imperative indicates the freedom of the 
will. If it not for o\w moral nature, or praetieal teaso^ 
a proof of free will would be out of the question. Our ordi- 
nary scientific knowledge deals with the appearances of things, 
with the spatial-temporal order, and in this everything is ar- 
ranged according to necessary laws : the occurrences in the phe- 
nomenal world are absolutely determined, as we have seen. If 
this temporal, spatial, and causal order were the real world, 
freedom would be impossible. But Kant teaches that the world 
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as it appears to our senses is not the real world. Hence free- 
dom is possible. But whether it is actual or not, we should never 
know if it were not for the moral law wliieh points us to a time- 
less, spaceless universe, to the intelligible world of free beings. 
In otlier words, the moral consciousness of man, his knowledge 
of right and wrong, gives him on insight into a realm that is 
different from the world of matter presented to the senses. 

The moral consciousness implies the freedom of the will. It 
also implies tlie eiistencc of God and tlie immortality of the 
soul, which notions the Critique of Pure Pcason had shattered 
as scientifically demonstrable dogmas, but had left as possibili- 
ties. The moral proof for the existence of God runs as follows. 
The categorical imperative commands an absolutely good will, 
a virtuous will, a holy will. Reason tells us that such a will 
is desendng of happiness: a good man ought to be happy; hence, 
the highest good must consist in virtue and happiness, for vir- 
tue without happiness would not be a complete good. But 
virtue and happiness do not go together in this world, the vir- 
tuous man docs not necessarily achieve happme.ss. Reason tells 
US there ought to be a Being who apportions happiness accord- 
ing to desert. In order to do this, such a Being must have abso- 
lute intelligence, or be omniscient: he must see through us; he 
must have our moral ideals, that is, be all-good; and he must 
have absolute power to make the connection between Wrtuc and 
happiness, or be omnipotent. Such an all-wise, all-good, and 
all-powerful Being is God. The proof for immortality rests on 
the same premise : The moral law commands holiness or an abso- 
lutely good will. Since the moral law is a deliverance of reason, 
what it enjoins must be realizable. Bat we cannot reach holi- 
ness at any moment of existence; hence an endless time, an 
eternal progress towards this perfection U necessary. In other 
words, the soul must be immortal. 

In the Cn’li^wc of Pure Peason Kant rejects all the old argu- 
ments for the freedom of the will, the existence of God. and the 
immortalitj* of the soul; the result of the Cnfi^wc of Pure Pea- 
son is negative in this respect. In the Critique of Practical 
Peason he ba.ses all thc.se notions on the moral law. Man is 
free, man is immortal, and there is a God: all these truths are 
neeessar>‘ implications of the rational moral law within us. The 
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moral law guarantees freedom, immortality, and God; religion 
is based on morality. 

This teaching is elc»cly connected with the Christian concep- 
tion; so Kant himself tells us. (1) Morality demands holiness, 
perfection, an absolutely good will. (2) Man, however, cannot 
completely realize this ideal. Only God is perfect and holy; 
man has strong desires, hence a propensity to sin. All he can 
do is to respect the law, to attain to a dutiful disposition. (3) 
The highest good can be realized only in the life to come. (4) 
A character that is perfectli' in accord with the moral law, 
a perfectly moral man, has infinite worth and deserves all pos- 
sible happiness. (5) But the moral law does not promise hap- 
piness ; we must do the right because it is the right, whether we 
are happy or not. Obedience to morality docs not guarantee 
happiness. (6) Our reason, however, tells us that a moral man 
is worthy of happiness. Hence, it is reasonable to suppose that 
there is a Being wlio will apportion happiness to the good accord- 
ing to their deserts. A world in which such apportionment is 
made is the kingdom of God. (?) But happiness can never be the 
motive to moral conduct. "Wc must do right, not for the sake 
of eternal happiness, but for the right's sake. It is such doc- 
trines as these that have won for Kant the title of the philosopher 
of Protestantism. 


57, Successors op Kant 

The new philosophy suggested a number of problems. The 
first, and perhaps not the least difficult, task consisted in under- 
TbeProbleios the nature of “ the Copemican revolu- 

tion,” The literature of the age shows how unsuc- 
cessful were many of the initial efforts to grasp its meaning- 
Hamann designated Kant as a Prussian Hume, Garve identified 
his teaching with Berkeleyan idealism; some perceived in it a 
subtle artifice for destroying the historical foundations of reli- 
gion and for proving naturalism, others suspected it as a new 
support for the declining faith-philosophy. In order to assist 
in a clearer understanding of the subject, Kant wrote his 
Prolegomena (1783), Johannes Schultz published his Erlait- 
ierungen (1784), Roinhold his Letters on the Kantian Philoso- 
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as it exists independently of representation, is the thing-in-itseli, 
which is unknowable. G. E. Schulze, in his JEnesidemus* 
1792, attacks the new critical philosophy as presented by Kant 
and Reinliold ; instead of doing away with skepticism, he thinks, 
it restores it, leaving philosophy exactly where Hume had left it. 
It denies the possibility of knowledge of the thing-in-itself, and 
yet assumes its existence and applies categories to it, after having 
declared that these are valid only in the world of experience. The 
only way to overcome the skepticism and the contradictions im- 
plied in the notion of the thing-in-itself, according to S. Maimon 
(VersMcli ither die Transcendentalphilosophic, 1790), is to abol- 
ish the thing-in-itself as inconceivable and impossible. The 
cause and origin of the given, or a posteriori element in con- 
sciousness, is unknown to us, an irrational quantity, a surd, a 
problem that can never be entirely solved. Hence, we can have 
no complete knowledge of experience; we do not produce the 
objects of our experience, but we do produce the objects of our 
thought, which, therefore, are the only objects of our knowledge. 
S. Beck, influenced by the criticisms leveled against the Critiguc, 
interprets it in the idealistic sense: either the tbing-in-itsclf roust 
be rejected or the Critique contradicts itself [Eimig moph'c/ier 
Staiidpuiikt a»s teelckem die hritische P/u7osoplitc Seurtetit tecr- 
den muss, 1796). Kant could not have been the author of such 
a contradictory philosophy. The only possible standpoint is 
the view that what is given in consciousness is the product of 
consciousness. ‘Without idealism there can be no Critique. 

The poet J, G. Herder (1744-1803; mtakriUk, 1799, Ideen 
zur Philosophie der Gesckichtc dcr Mcmcliheit, 1784-1791) op- 
poses the Kantian dualism of mental faculties and 
Critks of emphasizes the unity of soul-life; thought and will, 
Philosophy understanding and sensation spring from a com- 
mon ground. All of the.se factors cooperate in 
knowledge. He holds that rationalism with its conceptual 
method (the Aufktdrung) cannot do justice to “ living reality,” 
and interprets nature and mind organically and historically. 
God reveals himself in nature and in man, particularly in the 
religion, art, and life of peoples (pantheism). The historj* of 
mankind is a process of evolution towards the ideal of humanity, 
•peprint of this hook, edited by Liebert, lOZl. 
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that is, the harmonious development of all human capacities in 
relation to the environment. Onr rational capacity should be 
educated and fashioned into reason, our more refined senses into 
art, our impulses into genuine freedom and beauty, our motives 
into love of humanity. 

F. H. Jacobi (1743-1819) declares that the Critique logically 
ends in subjective idealism, and, therefore, rejects its conclu- 
sions. Such a “ system of absolute subjectivity,'! or nihilism, 
as he calls it, seems to him incapable of grasping the ultimate 
realities, — God and freedom, — upon which his heart is set. 
For the critical philosophy, objects are phenomena, ideas, 
dreams, “ specters through and through"} it can never be freed 
from the web of ideas into which it spins itself and find the true 
essence of things. Dogmatic rationalism, on the other hand, 
of which .the mathematical method of Spinoza furnishes the 
most consistent example, Jacobi thinhs, is equally unable to reach 
truth. According to it, everything is determined, and what has 
no ground is inexplicable, irrational, and non-existent: it cul- 
minates in atheism and fatalism. It operates with universal ab- 
stractions and must of necessity miss the living moving spon- 
taneity of freedom and God. Rationalism exaggerates the claims 
of the universal over against the individual, the claims of de- 
ductive inference against immediate certainty, the claims of 
rationality against faith, and narrows the notion of experience 
to include only sense-experience. Jacobi escapes the alleged skep- 
ticism of idealism and the fatalism and atheism of rationalism 
by basing himself on feeling, belief, or faith, in which he finds 
an instinctive form of truth. "Wc arc immediately certain of 
the existence of things-in-themselvcs; this faith is made possible 
only by their direct revelation; it springs from our direct per- 
ception of the objects. TVe come face to face with the real, and 
not merely with ideas, as idealism holds; idea.s are mere copies 
of originals which we immediately jjerceive. Ko cz5.st^nce of 
any kind can ever be demonslraled by rcssron witii its afwtract 
principles. Just as we immediately experience external objects, 
we experience our own being, the jeelf, iy-autiful, the true, 
and the goorl, free causality, and God. Kant and Jacobi both 
oppose naturalinn with its and fatalism, and fitrire to 

save God, freedom, and iszsaf/rt&Uty, Vr'ith this end in view. 
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both discredit the discursive understanding as a source of ulti- 
mate truth ; both are in this sense anti-intellectualists : we can 
have no “ knowledge ** of things-in-themselves. Yet, both seek 
to give naturalism its due, Kant by turning over to it^the entire 
phenomenal world, Jacobi by setting up a world of real objects 
which, however, is not completely subject to determinism. But 
Kant remains a rationalist in his effort to derive God, freedom, 
and immortality as implications of a rational moral law, while 
Jacobi finds their reality directly guaranteed by certain inner 
esperiences, which carry with them the feeling of immediate 
certainty or faith. Kant’s faith is a ratioml faith grounded 
on practical or moral certainty, that is, on man’s knowledge 
of right and wrong. Jacobi’s faith rests on direct experience of 
the supersensible ; the ultimate realities are immediately revealed 
to ns in our consciousness; here we come face to face with spirit, 
freedom, and divine Being: we believe in these things because 
we experience them directly. "With Hamann and Herder, Jacobi 
broadens the notion of experience to include the vision of rcali* 
ti^s which the critical philosophy had placed beyond the reach 
of the human understanding. 

Jacobi’s Brief e iiher die Lehren Spinozas, 1785; D. Bume uher den 
Qlaubeit, 1787; Introduction to bis works. Complete works in 6 vols., 
1812-1825. "Wilde, Jacohi; Crawford, The Bhilosophij of dacoVij 
Harms, ijber die Lehre von F. H. Jacobi; Le\'y-Bruhl, La philosophie 
de Jacobi; Kuhlmann, Die Erhenntnistheorie F. H. Jaeobie; Sebmidt, 
Jacobi, 

In his Neue oder psychologischc Eritik der Vernunft (1807), 
Jacob Fries (1773-1843) seeks to combine the teachings of Kant 
and Jacobi. He bases the critical philosophy on psychology, 
substituting self-observation for the transcendental method. The 
principles of reason, which Kant seeks to prove c priori, are, 
according to Fries, immediately known in consciousness: we 
become directly aware of their certainty in ourselves. Only that 
which is sense-perceived can be known; we cannot know the 
supersensible, or things-in-themselves; they are objects of faith 
which satisfy the demands of the heart. 

A neo-Priesian school, of wbicli'Ii, Nelson is a prominent mem- 
ber, is publishing monographs on Fries. (See Elsenhans, Fries 
und Kant.) 
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GERMAN IDEALISM 

, 58. Johann Gottlieb Fichte 

As ive hare seen, tlie interest of the contemporaries and 
immediate successors of Kant was centered upon a number of 
problems; how to bring unity into the system of 
knowledge or to find a common basis for the prin- 
ciples of natural science, morals, lestbetics, and 
teleolog}'; what to do with the thing-in-itself j how to justify 
the Ideas of God, freedom, and immortality. It now seemed 
desirable to comprehend in the unify of a system the various 
tendencies of the age: critical idealism, Spinozism, rationalism, 
the faith-philosophy, as weU as the notion of development which 
bccnpied a prominent place in French thought and in the writ- 
ings of Herder. 

Kant had opposed the entire naturalistic world-view with its 
mechanism, fatalism, atheism, egoism, and hedonism, and had 
made room for a rational faith in human values by limiting the 
discursive understanding to the field of phenomena. In the 
world of sense-experience, the bbject of natural science, law 
reigns supreme; every event, human action included, is a link 
in the causal chain. There is no scientific knowledge possible 
outside of this domain; so far as the Critique of Pare Reason is 
concerned, the thing-in-itself is beyond the pale of the knowable. 
The perusal of the other Criiiques, however, shows us that the 
notion of the thing-in-itself develops as we advance in our knowl- 
edge of the critical system. Conceived, at first, as a mere ab- 
straction, a GcdanTiending, it becomes a necessary Idea of rea- 
•ismi, “Jv dAmaA f.'w 

unity (soul, world, God). The Idea of freedom is found to be 
a possible or thinkable ground of all things; the moral law, 
however, demonstrates the reality of this Idea and vouchsafes the 
existence of God, a spiritual kingdom, and immortality. The 
thing-in-itself which began as an abstraction is interpreted in 
the sequel as freedom, practical reason, wiU, and made the 
ground of the theoretical reason. There is, then, a higher kind 
of truth than that offered Ify scientific intelligence; the moral 
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law within us is a sure guarantee of the existence of the super- 
sensible world, which is closed against the mathematical-physical 
methods of the understanding. But Kant was cautious in deal- 
ing with the practical possibilities suggested by the categorical 
imperative ; he hesitated to transcend the limits of experience and 
refused to lead his followers into the promised land. It could 
not be reached through the theoretical reason, and he saw no 
possibility of entering it through the gates of immediate experi- 
ence: the closer we come to immediacy, according to him, the 
nearer we are to chaos and the farther from truth: percepts 
without concepts are blind. And we do not possess the power of 
intellectual intuition which would enable us to meet the thing- 
iu-itself face to face. Nor was the sober-minded eritieist ready 
to seek in sentimentalism or mysticism the approach to the heart 
of reality j indeed, he had a contempt for extravagances of this 
sort in philosophy, for such they seemed. to him. And yet, in 
spite of all his rationalism, there is an element of faith in b» 
method : faith in the moral imperative saves us from agnosticism, 
materialism, and determinism: we know because we believe in 
the moral law. If it were not for that, we should not only know 
nothing of freedom and the ideal order, but also be helpless to 
free ourselves from the mechanism of nature : it is moral truth 
that both sets us free and proves our freedom. It was this phase 
of the new philosophy that particularly appealed to the new gen- 
eration; it offered an escape from the causal universe without, 
apparently, sacrificing the legitimate claims of knowledge. 
Spinozism had become popular in Germany during the latter 
part of the eighteenth century and was regarded by many think- 
ers, even by those who rejected it, as the most consistent dog- 
matic system, indeed as the last word of speculative metaphysics: 
Lessing, Herder, and Goethe had been attracted to it, and Fichte 
had heroically accepted its rigid determinism as inevitable, be- 
fore his acquaintance with the critical philosophy. It was the 
Kantian solution of the controversy between the head and the 
heart and the idealistic world-view which it vouchsafed that 
became popular in German philosophy and formed the starting- 
point of what is called Post-Kantian idealism, the chief repre- 
sentatives of which are Fichte, SchelUng, and Hegel.* 

• Cl. Tliilly, RomanlicUm and Rationalim, Phil, Rev., March, 1913. 
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Kant had reached his standpdint by a laborious critical ei« 
amination of scientific, moral, and metaphysical knowledge,* his 
successors make the intelligible world, or freedom, to which the 
moral law points, the starting-point of their speculations: the 
ideal or supersensible world, the world of mind or spirit (Geist), 
is the real world. "With this self-determining spiritual activity 
as the principle, they seek to solve all the problems of philosophy, 
to account for knowledge and experience, to explain nature and 
histozy and human institutions. The ideal principle, they tell 
us, brings unity into our knowledge, unifies tlie categories and 
theoretical and practical reason, enables us to overcome the dual- 
ism between ineehanism and teleology, and removes the incon- 
sistencies in tlie Kantian thing-in-itsclf. "We can understand 
reality only when we interpret it in the light of self-determining 
reason; consequently, reason understands the world only when 
it understands itself. Hence the importance of the scienco 
of knowledge, or Wissenschaffstehre, as Fichte called it, in the 
^sterns of the Post-Kantians : the discovery of the correct 
method of knowledge will solve the problem of metaphysics; 
indeed, philosophy is Wissenschaftslehre. Hence, also, philoso- 
phy is the absolute science, which explains everything and alone 
can explain everything: mere empirical knowledge of facts is 
not real knowledge, and the empirical sciences of nature an^ 
history are not true sciences. If to know means to comprehend 
the active, living, synthetic, spiritual process of reality, a method 
that limits itself to phenomena in a spatial-temporal-causal 
series cannot be knowledge: on this point Fichte, Schelling, 
Schleiermacher, and Hegel are agreed. They agree also in their 
conception of reality as a process of evolution, in the organic 
and historical view of things, whicli Lessing, Herder, "Winckel* 
mann, and Goethe taught; but differ in their methods of reach- 
ing a knowledge of it, as we shall see. 

Fichte’s basal thought, the one which he regards as the key- 
stone of the critical philosophy, is the notion of freedom, the 
idea that the will, or ego, is not a thing among . ^ 

things, a mere link in the causal chain, but free p^neiple 
self-determining activity. Only such activity is 
truly real, all else is dead passive existence: it is the principle 
of life and mind, of knowledge and conduct, indeed, of our en- 
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tire world of experience, the moving power in all progress and 
civilization. It is the ground on which knowledge rests, the 
unifying principle of the theoretical understanding, at which 
Kant had hinted and which Keinhold sought, and the common 
root of theoretical and practical reason. The study of knowl- 
edge will, therefore, prove to be the most important subject of 
philosophical inquiry, and to this Fichte constantly addressed 
himself during his strenuous career. The Wissenschafhlelm 
is the key to all knowledge: in it he offers a comprehensive and 
detailed account of the conditions, principles, or presupposi- 
tions of both theoretical and practical reason. 


Johann Gottlieb Fichte was bom in Saxony, 1762, the son o£ a 
poor weaver. Throngh the generosity of a nobleman, who was im- 
pressed with the child’s talent, he obtained the means to attend the 
schools at Meissen and Schulpforta. He stndied theology at Jeaa, 
Leipzig, and Wittenberg (1780-1784), and gave private lessons, often 
interrupting his university work for long periods of time, in order 
to gain his livelihood as a tutor (17M-1793). In 1700, at the request 
of some students who desired Mm to instruct them in the new critical 
philosophy, be began the study of Kant, which revolutionized his 
thought and determined the direction of his life. In 1704 he was 
called to a professorship at Jena, then the intellectual center of 
Germany, and became the leader of the new idealism, the aim of which 
was the reform of life no less than the reform of science and philosophy. 
During the Jena period (1794-1799) Fichte wrote a number of works 
on the Science of Knowledge, Natural Right, and Ethics. The pob- 
lication of an essay, On the (/round of our Belief in a Divine World- 
Order (1798), in which he seemed to identify God with the moral 
world-order, provoked the charge of atheism. He resigned his pro- 
fessorship and went to Berlin, where he developed his philosophy and 
presented it in popular form in lectures and in books. In 1807-1S08 
he delivered his celebrated Jd(trc.'»ses (o (fte German Nation, in which 
be appealed to the patriotism of Ms people while Napoleon’s army 
was still occupying Berlin. lie become professor of philosophy in 
the newly founded University of Berlin, in. 1809, and sCrvcd the 
institution ably and faithfully until his death in 1814. 

Fcrsuch einer Kritik oiler Offenharung, 1792; Grmdlage der 
gesammten TVissenschaftsleJtre, 1794; Grundlage des Naturrechts, 1790; 
Das St/stem der SUtenlehre, 179S; Die Beslimmung des Menschen, 
1800; Die Anweismg sum seligen Lehen, 1801; Reden on die deutsche 
Nation, 1803. 

Posthmnous works ed. by J. H. Fichte, 3 vols., 1834 ; complete works 
ed. by J. H. Fichte, 8 vols., 1845-184C; selected works, by Jfedicus; 
Letters, by 'Weinhold, 1802, J. IT, Fichte, 1830. Translations: Fichte's 
Popular Works (Nature of Scholar, Foeah'on of Man, Religion, Chaf' 
aeteristics of Present Age), by Smith; Science of Knoidedge (Co»' 
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cepthn of the Science of Knovhdge, part of GrundJage, the Sketch 
of 1705, and minor essaj's), Science of Rights, and System of Ethics, 
by Kn^er; other works in Journal of Speculative Philasopht/, by 
Kroegcr; Vocation of 3fan and Addresses to German Nation in German 
Classics, vol. V. 

Monographs by Adamson, Ererett, Medicos, Loewe, X. L^on, FLscber; 
Thompson, Unity of Fichte’s Doctrine of Knowledge; Talbot, Funda- 
mental Pnnciple of Fichte’s Philosophy; Raich, Fichte: seine Ethik, 
etc.; Zimmer, Fichtes Religionsphilosopkie; Laslc, Fic7ites Idealismus 
und die Gesehichte; Kabitz, EntmeUungsgeschiehte der fchteschen 
irissensc/m/tslehre. See also end of bibliography, p. 390, and Fuclis, 
Das Werden dreier Denier: Fichte, Sclielling, Schhiermachcr; Tbilly, 
Fichte, Sehelting, Se/ileiVrmacAcr, vol. V of German Classics, and 
RomantiVum and Rationo/tsm, Phil. Rev., March, 1913. 

Kant, according to Fichte, had abstracted the categories from 
experience, hut had not shown that they were necessary laws 
of intelligence; that is, he bad not demonstrated 
his principles. This can only be done, Pichtc tells Aim and 
us, by dcrinng them from a common root, that is, geienw of ' 
only by means of a strictly scientiiic procedure. Knowledge 
Every science, in order to be science, must pos- 
BC.SS tt coherent body of propositions, held together by a first 
principle; it should be an interrelated system of propositions, 
an organic whole in which each proposition occupies a certain 
place and bears a certain relation to the whole. Thus, the no- 
tion of space is the central idea in geometry’, that of caxisation 
in natural scio-ncc. The diflcrcnt sciences call for an nll- 
cmbracing Science, a science of sciences, a VTxsscnschaftsUhrc, 
which shall establish or prove the bas^al principle on which 
every' one of them rests. And this universal science or phi- 
losophy, the source of the certainty of oil the others, must itself 
proceed from a self-evident or nccc5Rary proposition, from an 
absolute first principle that shall give its own judgments their 
scientific character, while, at the same time, validating those of 
all the other fields of rescarch. 

This central science, however, is not the lawgiver, hat the 
historiographer of knowledge; It becomes conscious of the sys- 
tem of the necessary acts of the mind, observes or watches it 
in its noccjsary creation. And yet it is not a mere register of 
what Iiappcns, though Fichte Fomelim*^ declares it to l« such; 
it socks to understand the necessity of these acts, to discover 
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the grounds or logical presuppositions of the various forms of 
knowing. ‘ * If but a single link in the long chain which idealism 
has to forge does not finally connect itself with the one next to 
it, our science does not claim to have proved anything at ail.’f 
The assumption is that the mind itself is a rational system, that 
it acts as organic reason, that the different functions of intel- 
ligence are not disconnected and unmeaning acts, but all means 
to a common end ; that if it were not for them, the purpose of 
reason, — namely, the evolution of self-consciousness, — could not 
be realized. The philosopher should, therefore, understand the 
purpose or meaning of all consciousness before he can undertake 
the task of deduction. Just as in a clock, if we know the pur- 
pose of the whole, its structure, size, and so on, we can tell what 
the pacta must he, eo ui the case of the system of conscious- 
ness, we can understand the'parts if we understand the whole, 
or purpose; that is, clear and complete, or developed, self- 
consciousness. The method of the ’WhsenscliaftsUhre consists in 
showing that the various acts of intelligence are means to the 
evolution of self-consciousness, that the mind could not become 
free and self-conscious if it were not for these particular acta 
of intelligence. In his earlier and more technical works Fichte 
develops the system of knowledge from the fundamental prin- 
ciple; in the more popular presentations he rises from the ob- 
servation of knowledge to the principle ; but his object is alwaj's 
the same; the illumination of the organic unity of knowledge. 
He sometimes calls his method a gentiic method; it does not, 
however, aim to describe the psychological genesis of the prin- 
ciples of knowledge, but to show how they arise from their nec- 
essary presuppositions, or how reason itself evolves them. 

In order to study the genesis of rational thinking, the philoso- 
pher must set his thought in motion by an act of will: phi- 
losophy, therefore, begins, not with a fact, but with an act. 
Knowledge is not a mere passive mirroring of the world or mere 
opinion, but a self-determining living process, — not a possession, 
but an achievement. Genuine knowledge is possible only by an 
act of freedom. I understand only what I can create freely 
in thought; what I cannot create, I do not understand. Con- 
Bciousness can be explained V nothing outside of itself; it can- 
not be produced by anything external to it, it is a spontaneous 
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act or creation which becomes aware of itself in the act of crea-' 
tion. Knowledge, in other words, necessarily presupposes, as 
its ground, pure activity, self-determining activity, or rather 
it is such activity. Knowledge, intelligence, thought, is free. 
There could be no world of sense, no experience, no thinking, 
without such activity; this, therefore, is the fundamental prin- 
ciple which we have been seeking. The pure ego, the principle 
of egoity, or self-active reason, is the starting-point of the 
Wissenschaftslehre, the self-evident presupposition of all knowl- 
edge; it is also the end or goal of our science, for when the 
’Wissenschaftslehre has reached complete sclf-conseiousness, con- 
sciousness has grasped the meaning of all knowledge. 

As we have seen, an act of \rill is needed to set the mind 
(the ego) in motion, but, once at work, it will act in certain 
necessarj’ ways. In this sense, necessity is a product of free- 
dom. I am not compelled to think, but if I think, I must think 
according to laws, — in sensuous terms, let us say, according to 
the forms of space and time, according to the principle of sufH-' 
cient reason, and so on. But no consciousness would be possible 
without an active ego. Take, for example, the judgment A = A; 
simple as it is, it would be impossible if it were not for a syn- 
thetic mind. If the ego did not spring into existence and act, 
or posit itself, as Fichte puts it, there could be no subject, no 
object, no world of experience. And since there can be no world 
of experience, no phenomenal world, without the ego as its 
condition, it is impossible to conceive the ego as a link in the 
chain of objects; that would be putting the cart before the 
horse. 

The question arises, How do we reach the ego-principlcf We 
can infer it as the ground of experience and the forms of thought, 
as the unity of theoretical and practical reason. 

But Schulze had warned against such reasoning 
ns contrary to the spirit of the Critique, and Fichte “ 

himself sometimes sees no more speculative warrant for assum- 
ing a spiritual ground than a 'material ground. He offers sev- 
eral other lines of argument in support of his idealism. One 
of them connects itself with the nsults of Kant’s ethical phi- 
losophy, and finds its way to the principle by means of the moral 
law. Fichte shares Kant's view of the insufficiency of the in- 
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tellect; we cannot grasp the living reality by the discursive 
understanding and its spatial, temporal, causal ways ; only when 
we have seen through the nature of ordinary Icnowing, its super- 
ficiality and relativity, can we grasp the living reality beliind 
the surface: freedom, the moral world-order, and God. If we 
were limited to scientific intelligence, we could never rise beyond 
the notion of an inexorable causal order, and would ourselves 
be unable to escape the machinery of nature. But there is a 
way out. In an act of intellectual intuition, which is itself an 
act of free will, we become conscious of the law of duty, or the 
universal purpose, which commands us to be Tree persons, to 
free ourselves from the determinism of nature, to refuse to be 
mere links in a causal chain. Acceptance of the law of duty 
and of the freedom which it implies will give our life worth and 
meaning; it will enable ns to understand the world as the in- 
strument of a universal purpose (the realization of freedom)i 
and to transform ourselves from blind tools of this purpose into 
its willing helpers. Now it becomes clear that our ordinary 
sense-perceiving knowledge is a practical instrument for achiev- 
ing freedom; it presents us with the resistance needed for the 
exercise of will; we cannot become free. without putting forth 
effort, hence we need a world to struggle against and to over- 
come. The world would have no meaning, therefore, if the com- 
mand of duty to achieve freedom were not realizable ; it becomes 
perfectly intelligible to us in the light of the deliverances of 
the moral consciousness. 

These thoughts won for Fichte’s philosophy the name of 
ethical idealism: it is a world-view based on moral faith. YTe 
cannot prove to theoretical reason the primacy of a free self- 
determining being, — for theoretical reason never ceases to search 
after grounds, — ^but we accept such a principle as ultimate, be- 
cause it alone can satisfy the demands of our moral nature and 
give our life worth and meaning. It is from this standpoint 
that “ the choice of one’s philosophy depends on what kind of 
man one is,” as Fichte say«. The man without the ethical ideal, 
the man who cannot free liimself from the machinery of nature, 
cannot conceive himself otherwise than as a thing or product, 
or take an interest in the free self: he cannot know and prize 
what he has not experienced, — ^the freedom to be a person, — 
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and he cannot ex;perienc6 it ^cause he has never achieved it. 
The man who has freed himself from the slavery of the senses, 
who is a self-determining agent, regards himself as a power 
superior to eveiything sensuous, and cannot will to conceive 
himself as a thing. 

There is another line of thought in Fichte, according to which 
the ego is immediately conscious of its free activity in itself. 
Idealism has this advantage over dogmatism or materialism: 
the object of the former, the ego, appears in consciousness, not 
as an object of experience, not as a phenomenon or link in the 
causal series, but as an ego-in-itself, as something real, os some- 
thing above all experience. There exists an immediate self- 
conscionsness of free mental action. But such consciousness does 
not force itself upon us, we must produce it in ourselves by an 
act of freedom. If we cannot perform the act, we will not un- 
derstand the idealistic philosophy, we ^viU not get the glimpse 
into the real world of mind. The dogmatist denies the postulate 
of the freedom and independence of the ego because be cannot 
discover it in his world; if be is consistent, he must be a fatalist 
and a materialist. We cannot prove conceptually that there 
is such an act of intellectual intuition nor what it is. Every 
one must find it directly in himself, or he will never know of it. 
As well might we attempt to explain to a man bom blind what 
colors are as try to demonstrate what this intellectual intui- 
tion is. But it can be pointed out to everj’ one that it occurs 
in everj' phase of his cousciousnes. Every person who ascribes 
activity to himself, tacitly appeals to such an intuition. Here 
Fichte holds that wherever there Is spiritual activity, there is 
consciousness of it, even though it escapes the attention of the 
dogmatist. 

Fichte also points out that the truth of idealism can be veri- 
fied by experience. If the presupposition of idealism is correct 
and if the correct deductions have been made, the final result 
must be a sj'stem of necessary ideas, or the sum-total of experi- 
ence. If the results of a philosophy do not agree with experi- 
ence, the philosophy is certainly false, for it has not kept its 
promise to deduce the whole of experience and to explain it by 
the necessarj' action of intelligence. But idealism does not keep 
experience in view as a goal at which to arrive; it pays no 
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attention whatever to experience. In its procedure, it evolves its 
propositions from the basal idea, regardless of what the results 
may be. That is what Piehle says, but, as a matter of fact, 
he does pay attention to experience; he asks us to observe the 
intelligence in its operations, to watch the mind at work. What 
he means to imply is that mere observation of such acts would 
not be philosophy, that this demands an understanding of these 
acts, an understanding of their ground and purpose, and that 
such an understanding can only Be reached by logical thought. 

Fichte bases all reality on the ego; since ego is everything, 
there can be nothing outside, no tbing-in-itsclf in the sense of 
an independent extra-mental object. The problem 
of idealism is, therefore, to explain how we happen 
to ascribe objective reality to what seems to be 
merely subjective, or, how we come to assume existence or being 
as opposed to life, action, mind. Fichte tells ns that it belongs 
to the veiy nature of the self-active principle to limit itselfs 
in springing into existence it at the same time limits itself, and 
it must limit itself if it is to be at all. I experience my limita- 
tion in my feelings of red, sweet, cold ; they show me that I am 
limited; they force themselves on me. Dogmatists attempt to 
explain such original feelings or sensations as the effects of 
something, of a thing-in-itself; but here all transcendental ex- 
planation comes to a stop, according to Fichte. The objective 
world is produced by the ego for itself, in the sense that the 
mind projects the purely subjective modifications of conscious- 
ness into space, or makes objects of them. If it were not for 
sensations and the necessary functions or acts of the ego (space, 
time, and causality), we should never produce the phenomenal 
world which we perceive. What arouses sensations, we do not 
know. This does not mean that out knowledge of the phe- 
nomenal world has no objective validity. It is not an illusion 
that things are presented to us, it is our sole truth. It becomes 
an illusion only when we say there are things-in-themselves inde- 
pendently of us, outside of us. It is a false philosophy that 
introduces this fictitious notion; common-sense knows nothing 
of it. Take this world as you find it, seek to understand it and 
to act on it. This is the standpoint of critical idealism : we can- 
not transcend conseiousneM by our theoretical reason. All that 
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■we can know is that the ego posits itself as determined by the 
non-ego, • that it does so cannot be ilieoretically explained. 
Fichte, however, solves the problem practically: we cannot ex- 
plain to reason the origin of the limits; but their significance 
or ethical value is perfectly clear and certain; they mark our 
definite place in the moral order of things. "Wliat we perceive 
through them has reality, the only reality that concerns us or 
exists for us. Our world is “ the sensualized material of our 
duty;” through these things we can and must realize our moral 
ideals. The world is a means of realizing our purposes, hence 
what difference does it make whether it is real or appearance! 
The ego as a self-active being needs a world of opposition, one 
in which it can struggle, one in which it can become conscious 
of itself and its freedom, one in which it can achieve freedom. 
It demands a world ordered according to laws, a strictly deter- 
mined world, in order that the free self may realize its pur- 
poses by relying on these laws. The ego must know what to 
expect, otherwise rational purposive action is impossible. 

There is much in this view that is suggestive of subjective 
idealism, and most of Fichte’s eontempororios interpreted it os 
such. Fichte, however, means by the ego, on ... 
which he bases his philosophy, not the individual 
ego of common-sense, but the pure ego, pure ac- 
tivity, universal reason, intelligence as such. Absolute ego (ego- 
ity, or Ichheit) and individuality are quite different concepts 
for him. Reason as such is prior (logically) to the personal 
ego, it is the condition or logical ground of the fndividnal ego. 
We cannot think of individual selves without ascribing to them 
all the same reason, the same universal processes of thought. 
The logical prins, however, docs not remain a mere logical pmw 
with F/chte ; as we saw before, the absolute ^ turns out to be 
more than an abstraction. It is, in reality, above all persons, 
over-individual ; it is the universal active reason, the same in 
all persons, of which the individual can have a vision if he wills 
it so. The highest degree of self-consciousness is the self- 
conscioiisness of the philosopher, the intellectual intuition in 
which the ego returns unto itself and is conscious of its actinty. 
Here it rises above space- and time-perception; it no longer be- 
holds a phenomenal causal order, but withdraws within itself, 
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looks'at itself, and know's itself. That is what gives Fichte’s 
pluIosoph>' such certainty in his eyesj it not only infers a prin- 
ciple or reaches it by logical abstraction, but experiences it, 
in a larger sense of the term experience than Kant would accept. 
In his earlier writings Fichte speaks of this principle as the 
universal reason that acts in us all, that phase of us, we should 
say, that thinks in universal terms, that knows universal truths 
and lias universal purposes or ideals. He was interested in 
refuting naturalism, the mechanical and deterministic concep- 
tion of reality; and so emphasized the idealistic character of ah 
experience. He did not dehne his notion of the ego in detail. 
This, together with the fact that he called it ego, led to the mis- 
conception of his system as subjective idealism, against which 
be protested vigorously from the beginning. Later on, he worhed 
the problem out and expressed himself more definitely, so that 
the principle which his extreme opponents had interpreted as 
the personal subjective ego finally became God. 

But whether it bo called universal reason, absolute ego, or God. 
the principle is conceived a.s a ittitfcrsol Ii/e-proccss that domi- 
nates all individual consciousnesses. There are other rational 
beings outside of \is, who both act on the phenomenal world 
and represent it in the same way; which shows that the same 
power of life, the same universal principle, is active in all egos. 
Nature is not the creation of the particular ego, but the phe- 
nomenal expression or reflection, in the subject, of the universal 
spiritual principle. Universal life is the true reality of which 
the individual selves are the products or phenomena; it domi- 
nates them, like a law of nature. Fichte is, therefore, a realist • 
in the sense of assuming a universal principle of reality and 
not merely individual consciousnesses; but he refuses to con- 
ceive this principle as a static substance, either material or spir- 
itual: it is a living, flowing, self-determining spiritual process 
that expresses or manifests itself in individual selves, that is 
the law of their nature, the common ground of their sensational 
or phenomenal life as well as of the necessary laws of thought. 
It is this universal life and reason that lives and thinks and acts 
in us ; in it we live and move and have our being. Fichte does 
not deny the existence of an extra-mental world, in the sense 
of a reality outside of the individual personal consciousness; 
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indeed, lie tries to show that there could he no such conscious- 
nesses, no individuals, if it were not for the universal life-process. 
But this world is not a world of dead things, arranged in a 
spatial-temporal-causal order; the latter is the revelation in 
human consciousness of the absolute principle, and could' not 
exist if it were not for the universal ego. Fichte’s subjective 
idealism is supplemented by an objective or metaphysical ideal- 
ism; he himself called it real-idealism. “We are the creatures 
or products or revelations of universal nature ; in us the universal 
law of nature thinks and comes to consciousness; yes, — ^but for 
that very reason nature must be Geist, spirit, mind, and can be 
nothing else. 

How the universal and unlimited life-principle comes to 
divide itself among the countless individual selves, Fichte tries 
to make clear by means of the analogy of light. As light is 
broken by an obstacle and reflected or turned back to its source, 
so the universal activity must be reflected, or turned back upon 
itself, by some obstacle. There could be no consciousness (light), 
no self-consciousness, no self-determioing thought, no knowl- 
edge, unless the infinite activity met with some check: it can, 
therefore, become conscious of itself only in finite form, in the 
ego limited by opposition. And since universal life is infinite, 
it cannot exhaust itself in finite form, but must go on, infi- 
nitely, producing egos, and become conscious of itself in this 
process of separation or individuation. Consciousness, it seems, 
arises through the self-limitation of the universal ego, through 
an act that precedes the birth of consciousness, and of which 
we are not conscious. The absolute ego produces the selves un- 
consciously, and the selves are unconscious of their creation. 

But why should there be life at all, and why should it express 
itself in conntless forms of consciousness? We cannot conceive 
of the universal life process or pure activity as purposeless; 
it would be meaningless if it were not a means to an ethical 
end. The purpose of nature, or the non-ego, is the same; it, 
too, is a means of realizing the ego. It is the same absolute 
ego that expresses itself in us and in nature, in the individual 
self and in the not-self. The life of the world and the indi- 
viduals in it are the visible expressions of the ultimate moral 
purpose; we can understand them only as such; they have no 
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reality except as means to the moral end. The individual selves 
can, however, by an act of will raise themselves from the state 
of mere appearance to the knowledge of the supersensible, and 
in this way adopt the universal moral purpose as their own. 

There is, then, a difference between the absolute, independent 
ego and the conscious, dependent, individual ego. The absolute 
ego is present in the individoal ego as a pure impulse to action 
and as a moral purpose, os the consciousness of duty, which 
commands the self to overcome the opposition of the world of 
sense, to realize the ideal of freedom after which the absolute 
ego strives. "When we become aware of pure activity in our- 
selves, we know the essence of reality, and when we strive to 
realize our moral purpose, we are striving to realize the mean- 
ing of the universe, the purpose of the absolute ego. The pur- 
pose of which the individual ego becomes conscious in itself is 
the voice of the Absolute, the purpose of the same absolute 
ego that expresses itself in the world of things. 'We can accom- 
plish what our nature ui^es, or impels us to do ; the same uni- 
versal will that prompts the act at the same time produces the 
changes in the external world. ' 

• The question arises: What freedom is left to the individual 
self in tliis scheme? The individual self is a manifestation of 
an absolute activity j it is determined, on its theoretical side, by 
necessary laws of sense-perception and thought, and, on its 
practical side, by the universal purpose. The universal purpose 
is bound to realize itself in the world whether the individual 
wills it or not, and the sense-world will follow its laws regard- 
less of him. But the individual has the power of choice whether 
he shall think or not ,• — ^thinking, in the real sense of the termj 
is only possible by an act of will, — and he can decide, also, 
whether to make the universal purpose his ownj that, too, will 
depend on his free choice. It lies in our power to decide whether 
we shall remain blind tools of the universal purpose or become 
conscious and willing instruments in the service of the good. 
When 'once we have decided freely to do our duty, to realize 
the universal purpose, we are no longer free; we have made 
ourselves instruments of the Absolute, and our moral life 
determined. 

c Freedom, in this connection, means a free inexplicable choice, 
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the freedom of indifference, a sudden leap of the will. Fichte 
concludes from this view that men are either good or bad, accord- 
ing as they have either chosen the good or have remained mere 
cogs in the machinery of sense, and that the good alone win 
immortality. He also concludes that resistance and moral strug- 
gle are never overcome; the universal moral purpose is never 
realized; moral life is in constant progress towards the good 
which it never reaches : hence, world will give way to world. 

Fichte's entire system is tinged with ethical ideas: it begins 
with Kant’s categorical imperative and ends with the uni- 
versal moral purpose of God. We have seen how 
he deduces our world of experience from the moral ptUosophy 
law: the moral law commands freedom from the 
rule of sense. There can be no deliverance from sense imless 
there is something to be delivered from, a state of unfreedom, 
a natural ego limited by a world. The moral law implies free- 
dom, freedom implies deliverance from obstacles, and this im- 
plies a sensible world. The moral law implies a continued life 
of struggle, hence immortality; and it implies a universal pur- 
pose or a God. It also presupposes that what the individual 
aims at in his dutiful conduct is actually achieved and realized, 
that is, a moral order, an order that ought to follow from the 
•moral determination of his will, something that lies beyond t^ 
sphere of his own moral will, but which must be assumed in order 
to give it purpose and meaning. In other words, the moral law 
implies a religious faith: it would have no meaning without 
religious faith, without the belief in a moral world'Order and 
in the moral world-orderer. It is faith, then, that gives cer- 
tainty and conviction to what might be mere illusion, and this 
faith is a decision of the will; I will to believe. Conscience is 
the Innchsione of eve^ truth and eycjpr conviction. 

The ethical purpose realizes itself in the world; nature and 
man are instruments in the service of the good. Man’s vocation 
is, therefore, to do his duty, to work consciously and voluntarily 
for the realization of the highest good, to turn his gaze toward 
the universal moral end. His conscience commands him to free 
himself from the slavery of sense, to be a person, not a thing. 
He cannot, however, escape the determinism of nature without 
knowledge, and he cannot act on nature without knowledge, hence 
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cLZT taowiedge for „oroI end, and not from mere 
cunositj. It IS, therefore, his duty to know what he is doing, 
and not to act unless ho does know what he is doing. He should 
net from conviction always and never under the compulsion 
of autliorily. The command to be free carries with it the com- 
mand to exercise his reason, to understand the purpose estab- 
lislied by conscience. Conscience commands duty for dufj^’s 
sa -e; such a command implies a purpose to be realized ; con- 
science tells me what my purpose ought to be. I do not set 
ns I act because something is a purpose for me, but it becomes 
a purpose because I ouglit to act so. Hence conscience is infal- 
Iible, It will always tell us, in cveiy concrete situation, howto 

m v’ *“ '‘“P o"*- ■ 

hor Fichte, morality docs not consist merely in the good will, 
respect for the moral law is not enough;— the good will must 
cxprcM 1 se f jn acts, it should seek to overcome the resistance' 
Of nature, inner and outer: morality is a struggle. The battle, 
with nature however, does not consist in annihilation, but in 
nuapting it to man’s ethical purposes; it can and ought to be 
made an appropriate instrument for the purposes of reason: 
hence the ethical signifioance of natural goods, of property, the 
various callings, and our entire industrial life, all of which can 
be placed in the service of the universal moral purpose. And 
ince e moral life is not on isolated individual existence but 
n community life, each individual should regard bimscH as a 
mem er o a working society and sacrifice liis own earthly 
possessions for the common good, by which alone the ultimate 
purpose can be realized. Every man should freely choose liir 
proper ap lere of action in the world in accordance with the 
1C a es o ns conscience, but that be may choose properly cdii*' 
needed. Indeed, it is necessary that the individual be‘ ' 
conscience may arise in him; without 

MTiPP TO ^1.1 w’ould not speak, and its signifi- . 

cance would not be understood. 

to f particular place in society in which 

TilfiP * Similarly, every people has its peculiar . 

place m civilization, its unique contribution to make in the battle 
Ws patriotic Addresses to the 
a ion, Fichte held np before his people the ideal of 
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German unity; it is Germany’s mission, he said, to regain her 
national existence, to assume the philosophical leadership in the 
business of civilization, to establish a State rooted in personal 
* liberty, a veritable kingdom of justice, such as has never ap- 
peared on earth, which shall realize freedom based on the equal- 
,ity of all who wear the human form. And it is the vocation of 
'the human race to incorporate itself in a single united body, a 
universal federation of states, in which the culture contributed 
by every' age and people shall be distributed over the entire 
‘ -globe. 

But the earthly goal cannot be our highest goal; we promote 
^,the earthly human end merely as a means to the universal pur- 
’ pose; the realization of a spiritual kingdom which alone gives 
^ worth and meaning to the phenomenal order. Man is a citizen 
of both worlds: he cannot work for the other world without at 
least wHUng to work for this. We work for the other world by 
making the will good; every act in accordance with the will 
. tiffects God and through him other spirits. The voice of con- 
Science is God’s voice in me; through conscience the spiritual 
world reaches down to me, through the will I reach up to it 
-and act on it. God is the mediator between the spiritual world 
^and me. The only principle by which I recognize your work 
•' is the voice of conscience, which commands me to respect your 
work, and this voice is God’s voice. And our belief in the truth 
of the sense-world is nothing but the faith that a life promoting 
freedom and morality will evolve, world without end, from our 
disinterested and faithful performance of duty in this world 
■ of 'sense. 

’* The state of universal peace among men and of their absolute 
dominion over the mechanism of nature is not something to be 
possessed for its own sake; the ideal is that men should produce 
it themselves, and that it should be produced by all men, as one 
great free moral community. The basal law of the great moral 
kingdom' of which onr present life is a part is: nothing new 
or better for a particular individual except through his own 
moral will; nothing new or better for the community except 
through the social moral will. ' 

“ I do not understand my complete vocation; what I ought 
to be and what 1 shall be transcends all my thinking. I know 
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for certain at every moment of my life what I ought to do m 
it; I ought to develop my intelligence and acquire knowledge 
in order to extend the sphere of my duty. I ought to regard 
myself, body and soul, merely aa a means to the end of duty. 
All I can care for is the promotion of reason and morality in 
the kingdom of rational beings, for progress for its own sake. 
I regard myself as an instrument of the rational purpose and 
respect and love myself only as such. All the events of the 
world I measure by this purpose alone. My entire personality 
is absorbed in the contemplation of the goal. I am in the world 
of the highest wisdom and goodness, which penetrates its plan 
and executes it without error, and in this conviction I rest and 
am. blessed." 


59. FiiiEDRica 'WiLHia.M Schelunq 

Fichte’s philosophy takes account of the diverse currents in 
the thought of his times, and seeks to gather them together in 
a common stream. With the Aufkldrung, he op* 
New Idealism poses authority and tradition, and seeks a rational 
Romanticism explanation of the world. In exalting the free per- 
sonality and the rights of man, as well as civilization 
and progress, and demanding the reform of science, philosophy, 
religion, education, and of human life in general, he simply 
expresses the spirit of the entire modern age. His patriotic 
appeal for German national unity and his ideal of a State based 
on equality and justice voice the yearnings of a people oppressed 
by absolutism and humiliated by the Napoleonic wars. lu 
making mind or spirit (Oewt) the central principle of reality 
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verse must be conceived orgaiucally, as a unity in diversity; 
with Jacobi, that it can be knou-n only in the inner living experi- 
ence of the free agent, in intuition: in the act of freedom, in 
the sense of dutj', and in the love of truth, spirit speaks to 
spirit. The anti-rationalistic and mystical element in Fichte's 
sj’stem, — which accompanies his rigorous logic, — attracted the 
Romantic poets: the two Sehlegels, Ticck, and Novalis. Many 
other phases of the new idealism found favor in their eyes: 
its seeming subjectivism, dts historical point of view, and its 
conception of the uniqueness of German culture. But all these 
characteristic features they tended to exaggerate: reason gave 
way to feeling and sentimentalism; Fichte’s intuition became the 
divining, sj’mpathctic insight of the poetic genius; the rational 
and ethical ego was transformed into a romantic, mystical, im- 
pulsive, even freakish, individualktic self. Nature was inter- 
preted in analogy with such an ego and conceived as the abode 
of occult personified forces, while history was appealed to in 
support of tradition and the past given authority over the 
present. 

On the Bomanti’e school of poetry and its relation to philosophy, see 
the histories of German literature; Haym, Die romontische Schute; 
Walzel, Deutsche Eomantik; K. Fischer, SchelUng; Noack, SehelUng 
«nd die Philosophic der Eomantik; T. Ziegler, Die geistigen und 
sacialen Stromungen des XJX. Jabriiunderts ; Windelband, Die PhU 
losophie im deutschen Geistesleben des XIX. Jahrhunderts. 

Schelling was influenced by all these tendencies, particularly 
by the new idealism and the poetic Romanticism. He wos, like- 
wise, interested in Spinozism and in the natural-scientific move- 
ment, which had made headway in Germany', under the impetus 
given it by the critical philosophy. As a youth, not yet out of the 
Theological Seminary at Tubingen, Schelling gained fame as the 
best interpreter of Fichte ; and, a few years later, supplemented 
Fichte's philosophy with a philosophy of nature that not only 
pleased the Romanticists and the poet Goethe, but found friends 
among the natural scientists of his country. 

Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph ScheUiog, bom 1775, studied philosophy 
and theology at the Theological Senuoai; of the University of Tubingen 
from 1790 to 1795. After serving as private tutor to two young 
students at Leipzig for two ycar^ during which he himself studied 
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Schelling was captivated by the new idealism, which explained 
wor 0 experience in terms of mind, and became an ardent 
Philosophy He was not, however, sat- 

of Nature >sfiea^ with Hcfate’s conception of nature, — so far 
itnrg'o developed it at the time of Schel- 

nnfn ^^6 scene, — with the view, namely, that 

sdornos “ “ ‘h® individual eou- 

sciousness and serves merely as an obstacle or incentive to the 

to nhioo?^*''-n “"I*®”®* <™n duty.” Schelling advances 

the j' ‘‘''® “nd pantheism, as Fichte himself had done; 

tbe pure ego of epistemology becomes the absolute ego of meta- 
ess Tl? 1 +?" n ^ bottom, a living self-determining proc- 
mer ""f ° i"*- spirit, nature cannot be conceived as a 

mere external impediment to the will or as a dead mechanical 
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order. We can understand nature because it bas kinship with 
us, because it is the expression of a dynamic mind, because there 
is life and reason and purpose in it. But reason is not neces- 
sarily coHscioifs intelligence; with the Romanticists and faith- 
philosophers, Schelling broadens the conception of spirit, mind, 
or reason, so as to include the unconscious, instinctive, purposive 
force that manifests itself in Inoi^anic and organic nature as 
well as in the highest self-consciousness of the philosopher, into 
which it evolves. That which is common to unconscious nature 
and self-conseions mind is pure activity, self-determining energj’ ; 
reality is, through and throngh, action, life, will. The absolute 
ground, or source, or root, of all things is creative energy, abso- 
lute will or ego, the one all-pcmiding world-spirit, in which 
everything dwells in potency and from which evciy'thing that 
is actual proceeds. The ideal and the real, thought and being, 
are identical in their root; the same creative energy that reveals 
itself in self-conscious mind operates unconsciously in sense- 
perception, in animal instinct, in organic growth, in chemical 
processes, in crystallization, in electrical phenomena, and in 
gravity: there is life and reason in them all. Tlie principle, 
which, as Wind unconscious impulse, forms and moves my body, 
becomes conscious of itself, separates itself, as it were, from its 
blind, striving phase (which still goes on working unconsciously) 
and becomes pure spirit, pure self-consciousness. The universal 
ego expresses itself in me and in numberless other individual 
selves: in souls it becomes aware of itself. We are real in so 
far as we are rooted in the universal ego; we are not real as 
independent, isolated individuals; absolute selfhood is an 
illusion. 

It was this thought of ScheUing’s that nature is visible spirit, 
spirit invisible nature, that gave as impetus to tie Romantic 
imagination and encouraged the new poets to endow the 
world with life and mind, and to view it with a loving sym- 
pathy, which they could not feel in the presence of a dead 
machine. 

Nature and mind, being and thought, are not, however, as 
Spinoza held, two parallel aspects of the Absolute, but different 
steps or stages or epochs in the evolution of absolute mind. The 
Absolute unfolds itself, it has a history: it is an evolutionary 
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rather, reconciles mechanism and the older teleology in the no- 
tion of unconscious purpose. On the lower stages, the Absolute 
acts as if it had conscious purpose; it acts without intention, 
hut it is not pushed into action, mechanically, from the outside. 
If the observer, who sees only the outside of the thing, its changes 
in appearance, its different states and stages, could place him- 
self on the inside; if he could himself be the impulse or the 
movement, and be conscious of it; he would find that the impulse 
is not compelled from without, but compels itself from within; 
that acting itself out is its own will, and that it is aware of 
whither it is going. 

Schelling’s philosophy of nature contained much that was 
fantastic and often offered bold assertions, fanciful analogies, 
and brilliant figures of speech instead of proofs and facts. In 
attempting to force nature into its logical rubrics, it tended to 
withdraw the attention from details. But it aroused an inter- 
est in nature and in the study of nature, counteracted the infia* 
ence of a one-sided mechanism, kept alive the philosophical in- 
stinct or craving for unity, which has always marked German 
thought, even among its leading natural scientists, and em- 
phasized the dynamic and evolutionary conception of reality, 
which has again become popular to-day. 

"We shall not attempt to offer a detailed account of Schelling’s 
philosophy of mind, as given in the System of Transcendental 
Idealism, in which his dependence on Fichte is 
most marked. It traces the history of self- 
consciousness in its different epochs, from primary 
sensation to creative imagination; from creative imagioa- 
tion to reflection; from reflection to the absolute act of will. 
Since there is the same principle at work in all forms of 
life, we shall espeet the aetiviti^ of mind to correspond to 
those found in nature ; the forces of nature continue to operate 
in the consciousness of man. Tlie method employed is the same 
as Fichte’s: there could be no finite ego unless the absolute ego 
or energy limited its infinite activity and produced a pljcnomenal 
world ; the ego could not acliieve self-consciousness and freedom 
if it were not for such a phenomenal world. The objeetive world 
is the product of absolute reason, which produces sense- 
perception, the necessary eategories of thought, and self* 
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lousness in the individual. A farther precondition of 
onsciousness and freedom is life in society and in an or- 
ed State. An isolated ego could have no thought of a 
vorld and hence no consciousness of freedom. In the State, 
i is the expression of unconscious universal reason, the 
•al selfish impulses are restrained by the universal will; 
idnals are unconsciously socialized and prepared for a 
r ethical stage, on which they do the right, not from force, 
onscionsly and willingly. The highest stage in the devel- 
nt of self-consciousness is reached in art; the creative artist 
tes the creative action of nature and becomes conscious 
becomes conscious of the activity of tlie Absolute; indeed, 
listie creation the Absolute becomes conscious of its o\vn 
ivc force. The view that art is the noblest function of 
(not morality, as Fichte had taught) was popular in the 
in age of German literature and in the iron age of political 
Icncc. 

its developed state, Schelling's philosophy is a form of 
lieism, in which the universe is conceived as a living, evolv. 
system; as an organism, in which every part 
its place and subserves the whole. In this 
subject and object, form and matter, the 
and 'the real, are one, together and inseparable; the one 
e many, and the many are one; just as in an organism 
innot tear the part from the whole nor understand it apart 
the whole, nor understand the whole without its parts, 
same unity in plurality, or identity' in diversity, we find in 
:al life; in the act of knowledge, the knower and the thing 
rn arc one. 

le question arises: How can we be sure of the truth of 
sj*stcm; how can we prove itf Wliat guarantee have we 
action, or life, or will, is the principle of things, and that 
SS 03 through the stages of evolution described by Schelling! 
answer is not always the same. Sometimes he holds that 
I the world is thoroughly rational, it is self-evident that rca- 
should understand it, and that we should be able to recon- 
:t it in thought. Moreover, since there is a logic in its 
ry, we can reproduce the necessary stages of its evolution 
ir thinking. His ideal here is to produce an organic system 
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us our principle or fundamental postulate, and that this enables 
us to construct a rational theory of the world. 

Under the influence of a great poetic era and of the artistic 
atmosphere in which he lived, Schelling comes to regard this 
intuition os an artistic intuition. At first he conceived self- 
consciousness, or pure self-reflection, as the goal of the Absolute, 
os the highest achievement in the evolution of life and mind, 
and held that such a state eonld be experienced only in the 
intuition of the philosopher. Afterwards he interpreted the uni- 
verse as a work of art : the Absolute realizes its purpose in the 
creation of a cosmos. Hence, art, and not philosopliical knowl- 
edge, is the highest human function. In the products of art, 
subject and object, the ideal and the real, form and matter, 
mind and nature, freedom and necessity, are one, or interpene- 
trate: here the harmony sought by philosophy is achieved and 
lies before our very eyes, — to be seen, touched, and heard. Na- 
ture herself is a great poem, and her secret is revealed by art. 
The creative artist creates as nature creates, in realizing his 
ideal, and so knows how nature works; hence art must serve 
as the absolute model for the intuition of the world: it is the 
true organ of philosophy. Like the artistic genius, the phi- 
losopher must have the faculty of perceiving the harmony and 
identity in the universe: testhctic intuition is absolute knowing. 
Akin to the aesthetic conception is the organic conception, as 
which Schelling sometimes describes intellectual intuition: it 
is the facultj' of seeing things whole, the universal in the par- 
ticular, unity in plurality, identity in diversity. Ho expressly 
declares that there is nothing mysterious in this function, but 
that no one can hope to be a philosopher who does' not pos.scss 
the power to transcend the disconnected, isolated data of experi- 
ence, and to pierce through the outer shell into the inner kernel 
of reality. 

This type of thought is diametrically opposed to the logical- 
mathematical method of science, against which Gorman litera- 
ture and German idealistic philosophy both protest. Goethe’s 
entire view of nature, art, and life rested on the organic or 
teleological conception; he too regarded the ability to sec the 
whole in its parts, the idea or form in the concrete reality, as 
the poet’s and thinker’s highest gift, as an eperfu, as a revela- 



458 


MODERN PHILOSOPHY 


tion of consciousness that gives man a hint of his likeness to 
lioi It IS this gift which Faust craves and Mephisto sneers at 
as die holie InUixtioii* 

,• On the last stage of his philosophical development, Schelling 
reaches a reUgioiis mysticism: the world is conceived as a fall 
trom God, and the goal as a return to God, to he realized in 
a mystical intuition in which the sonl strips off its selfliood and 
becomes absorbed in the Absolute. In all the cases mentioned, 
however, the Absolute is defined as a union or identity of spirit 
and nature, of the infinite and the finite, and the ideal as an 
approximation to a knowledge of the principle, through some 
kind of intuition, he it in the self-eonseiousncss of the tliinker, 
in a free act of will, in artistic creation, or in religions feeling. 

60 . Fbiedrich Schleiermacher 
In Schleicrmacher we have a man of deep religions feeling 
and marked intellectual capacity. Religion formed the core of 
Philosophy thought. The problem for such a personality 

of Religion develop a conception of reality that would 

... ®htisfy the intellect as well as the heart. The great 
philMophieal movements which confronted him, and with which 
M a thinker he had to reckon, were the theories of Kant, Jacobi, 

1C e, and Schelling and the tendencies towards Spinozism 
which were so prominent in Germany at the time. He was also 
compe e o take account of Romanticism, with many of whose 
epresen atives he came into friendly personal touch and whose 
mysticism appealed to his religions nature. His study of Greek 
Jdealism, partieularly of Plato, whose works he translated into 
rman, also famished his mind with material for a Ifcltoii- 
senmung Schleiermaeher was consciously influenced by all 
nMo “■ovements, he calls himself a dilettante in 

philosophy and was certainly an eeleetie, a fact which accounts 
0 many of his inconsistencies. But his eclcclleism was of the 
''' »®™«“‘od such elements in the 
n n a A satisfied his ethical and religious needs, 

and adapted them to his fundamental purpose; the construction 
of a great system of Protestant theology. It is owing to his 

Uou™i,™rii, mosr°'^” mtmphy, BlUrrl 
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understanding and appreciation of tbe intellectual life of liis 
times that he came to exercise such a profound influence on 
religious thought and won for himself the title of the founder 
of the new theology. 

Friedricli Daniel Ernst Schleiennacher was bom in Breslau, 1763, and 
received part of his education in the schools of the Woravian brother- 
hood, a pietistic sect. Influenced by tbe new critical philosophy, he 
continued the study of theology and philosophy at tbe University of 
Halle (1787-1790), served as a tutor, and then entered the ministry 
(1794). In 1809 he became preacher of Trinity Church at Berlin, 
and in 1810 professor of theology at the new University, which 
positions he filled until his death in 1834. In Berlin he came under 
the influence of the leaders of the Romantic school, but did not follow 
them in their extreme teachings. Although Schleiennacher achieved 
his greatest distinction as a theologian, he has gained substantial fame 
in the history of philosophy as a student of the sources. 

■Works: Htdtn iiber dU Itdiffion, 1799 (transl. by Oman); Ulono- 
hpen, 1800; Krififc dtr bhhtrigen Sittenlehre, 1803; translations of 
Plato’s Dialogues, with introdnetions and notes, 380-4-1828; Der ehriat- 
Uehe Glaube, 1821-1822. Complete works, 18^1864; selected works 
by Braun, 

Selbie, Sehleiermacher; Cross, The Theology of Schletermaeherj 
Fuchs, op, eit.; Dilthey, Das Dehen SehUiermachers, voh I; Cramaussel, 
Ia philotophie reUgieuse de Schleiermocher; wor^ mestioned on 
pp. 390, 435, 450. 

Schleiennacher rejects the idealism of Fichte, so far as it 
seeks to derive all reality from the ego, and assumes the exist- 
ence of a real world. We arc compelled to infer 
a transcendent ground of all thought and being; 
all particular things have their source m n prin- 
ciple that is the absolute unity of both, the principle of identity, 
in which all difTcrcnces and oppositions arc resolved. We know 
the nature of things themselves and not merely phenomena, as 
Kant had taught. But owing to the perceptual nature of our 
thinking, we cannot reach an adequate knowledge of the origi- 
nal .source of things; thought moves in opposites and can never 
realize absolute identity. The problem is to know the absolute 
principle, the identity of thought and being, God ; but the very 
nature of this principle precludes all possibility of rational 
knowledge. It c.m never be realized, but only approximated: 
conceptual thinking can never free itself from difTcrcnces and 
opposites, whereas the ultimate ground is ivilhout diltenmces and 
opposites. Hence, philosophy is not Science, but iriwen- 
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Science of Knovriedge: it ie the art of thioHng, 
^s; It 13 the product of social or cooperative thought 
and teaches us how to approximate to the goal. Nor can m 
«ach an adequate knowledge of God through practical reason, 
lu the Kantian way. The fact is, Schlciermacher already pos- 
cesses his touchstone of truth in his notion of God, and on this 
his conception of knowledge depends: human intelligence, with 
ite habit of pnUing things apart, cannot comprehend the unity 
of the divine nature. 


We realize the ideal only in religious feeling or in divining 
intuition; in feeling wo come into direct relation with God; 
the absolute unity or identity of thought and being, which wc 
cannot define in conceptual terms, is immediately experienced 
in self-consciousness. Heligion is the feeling of absolute de- 
pendence on an absolute world-ground; it is the immediate con- 
eeiousness that everything finite is infinite and owes its eiist- 
enoo to the infinite, that everything temporal is eternal and 
rests m the eternal. Schlciermacher opposes the Bhallow ra- 
tionalism of the Aufklarung with its theological proofs, as well 
as the orthodox utilitarian conception of God as the dispenser 
of rewards and punishments, and, likewise, refuses to ground 
religion on ethical convielion, ns Kant and Fichte had done. 
According to him, religion does not consist in theoretical dog- 
mas or rationalistic proofs, any more than in acts of worahip 
and moral conduct. Since God cannot be known, theology must 
be a theoiy of religious feeling; its function is to formulate 
and to bring to clear consciousness the implications of religious 


Tins Schleiermacher proceeds to do in his theology, which 
represents a fusion of Spinozism and idealism that was quite 
God the “““au in Germany at the beginning of the nine- 
World, and ®a^lh century. The Absolute is conceived or- 
the Individual ganieally, in analogy with the human mind, as 
, . unity in diversity, as the identity of thought and 

being. Schleiermacher did not consistently carry out the Spino- 
mslic idea but attempted to combine his pantheism with dualism. 

0 an a are one^ true; but things are not mere essence- 
less forms; the world has a relatiW independence. A legiti-" 
mate theory of the universe must affirm the inseparableness of 
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^God and the world, — God has never been without a world, nor j 
the world apart from God,— and yet it 'inust distinguish between j c 
the. idea of God and the idea of the world^Godjs a sp^eless ' / 
and timeless unity; the world, a spatial-temporal plurality.. ' I 
We cannot ascribe personality to God, for that 'would make 
him finite. Nor can we attribute infinite thought and will to 
him, for these terms contradict each other; all thinking and 
willing are by their very nature necessarily finite. jG^od is the 
universal creative force, the . source of all life : so Herder, 
Goethe, Fichte, and Schelling had interpreted the Spinozistic 
substance. ^ •' •’ - 

The relation of the individual to the Absolute is conceived in 
a way to preserve some measure of freedom and independence 
to the former. The individual egos are self-determining princi- 
ples : freedom means (as for Leibniz) ,the natural evolution of 
Individual^capacity or endowment.^ Yet, they are imbedded in 
'the universal substance, as it were; they ore articulate mem- 
bers of the universe, and as such their individual nature must 
conform to the universe, ^ch particular ego, however, has its 
specific talent or gift; it occupies a place in the whole of things, 
that is absolutely necessary, and must, titerefore, give espres- 
sibn to its own individuality in order that the nature of the 
whole may be realized. The high value which Schleiermaeher 
places on personality, and his insistence on self-development and 
self-expression, are characteristic of the Romantic tendencies in 
German thought. It is this individualistic bent which, in spite 
of the feeling of absolute dependence, prevented him from sink- 
ing the human soul in the universal substance, and which gave 
rise to his individualistic ethics. He had little sj'mpathy with 
Kant’s rigoristic morality and the dualism between reason and 
nature, a dualism which can never be bridged unless the sub- 
jective will and the objective will are united in the original 
natural will. 

Peason and will exist in nature as well as in man;jnorality 
is a higher development of something that already manifests it- 
self in nature in a lower form. The reason immanent in nature 
'is identical with that of the self-conscious subject: there is no 
irreconcilable conflict between the natural law and the moral 
law.^ The ideal is not the destruction of the lower impulses, but 
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the unfolding of the individual’s peculiar nature in the har* 
mony of the whole. , The ethical value of the acts of each per- 
sonality consists in their uniqueness ; hence, be a unique person 
and act in accordance with your own peculiar nature. Even 
in religion the individual should be left free to express himself 
in his own unique and Intimate way. This teaching is not to 
be interpreted as a selfish individualism; for, according to 
Sehleiermacher, the consciousness of the value of one’s own per- 
sonality carries with it the appreciation of the worth of others. 
The sense of universality (<f^r allgemeine Sinn) is the highest 
condition of one’s onu perfection. Hence, the ethical life is a 
life in society,^ in a society of unique individuals who respect 
humanity in its uniqueness, whether in themselves or in others. 

" The more each becomes like the universe, the more fully he 
communicates himself to others, the more perfect will be the 
unity of all ; . . . rising above themselves and triumphing over 
themselves, they are on the way to true immortality and eter- 
nity,” It is the religious feeling, however, that illuminates^ 
one’s entire life and brings unity into it.. In the feeling of piety 
inan recognizes that his desire to be a unique personality is in 
harmony with the action of the universe; ” religion regar^ all^ 
events in the world as the acts_of Qod.!’-| ^ersopal immortali^ 
5 but oi the question; the immortality o! religion consists m 
becoming one with the infinite; to be immortal i s ** to be ejern^ 
in every moment of t ime.:iL< 

61. Georo Wilhelm Hegel 

Both Fichte and Schelling had proceeded from Kantian pre- 
suppositions 5 mind is the principle of knowledge ; all philosophy 
is ultimately a philosophy of mind, in which forms 
^^ec^orr categories constitute the significant fact. Both 
accepted the dynamic view of reality: for both the 
ideal principle is an active living process. And, in spite of 
Romantic tendencies, both employed the logical method, seekia? 
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in ScheUiDg philosophy again becomes metaphj'sies : nature and 
mind are conceived as progressive stages in the evolution of an 
absolute principle that expresses itself in the inorganic and 
organic realms, in individual and social life, in history, science, 
and art. The results of critical epistemology are applied in. 
ontologj'; the necessary forms of thought arc regarded also as 
necessary forms of being. Nature takes an important place in 
his thinking : unconscious processes are at work, not only in the 
so-called inanimate sphere, but in history, societj', and the hu- 
man mind as well. The rigorous logical method followed by 
Schelling in some of his early writings is gradually supplemented 
or replaced: a^thetic intuition becomes the organ of knowledge 
and the ajsthetie ideal is set np, in place of the Fichtean ethics, 
as the goal of human development. 

Hegel builds on the foundations laid by Fichte and Schelling. 
He agrees with the former in insisting on a logical method, — 
indeed, he undertakes to put the world-view of his friend Schel- 
ling on a rational scientific basis, — with the latter, in identifying 
logic with ontology or metaphysics; with both in conceiving 
reality as a living developing process. For him, too, nature and 
mind or reason are one; only, he subordinates nature to reason. 
Indeed, for him, all being and reason arc identical; the same 
process that is at work in reason, is present everywhere; hence, 
whatever is real is rational, and whatever is rational is real. 
There is, therefore, a logic in nature as well as in historj*, and 
the universe is at bottom a logical sj’stem. The Absolute, then, 
is not an undifferentiated absolute, “ in which all cows are 
black,” as Schelling had taught (according to Hegel), but 
reason itself. Nor is the Absolute so much a substance (Spi- 
noza) as a subject, which means that it is life, process, evolution, 
(IS u'cll es consefousness and knowledge. All motion and action, 
all life, arc but an unconscious tliinking ; they follow the law of 
thought ; hence, the more law there is in nature, the more ratiomal 
is its activity. And, finally, the goal toward which the devel- 
oping Absolute moves is self-conscionsness ; the meaning of the 
entire process lies in its highest development : in tlie realization 
of truth and goodness, in tlie realization of a mind that knows 
the meaning and purpose of the universe and identifies itself 
with the imiversal purpose. 
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Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel was born in Stuttgart, 1770 studiri 
thwlop and philosophy at Tubingen (1788-1793), and held private 
“ Frankfort, from 1794 to 180L In 
^ h^elf at Jena, receiving a professorehip in 1805, 
AftS “ftcr t*ie battle of Jena, in 1806. . 

L ® newspaper in Bamberg (1806-1803) 

Llled tf fhfl ^ p ^mnasium at Nuremberg (1808-1816), he was 
bS of philosophy at Heidelberg and then to 

FnlSlt'Vd 

ceSJ'S; *s Geistes, 1807; Logik, 1812-1816; Fncyclo- 

fosowif. WwsenscAa/ren, 1817; Grundlinien derPhi- 

History of Philosophy, 

^ Philosophy of Right, and Philosophy 

Tr„7l f ’t” ’’5' P“P''® tis death, in the Coapkit 

Mr. 1™5, was pnblished in 

O t7cca n Stt^tehieit, 1893. New ed, of separate works by 
vol TT S. ’ ^“““"d, Drews, nnd in Phil, nihl Translations; iejie, 
wl'lrV.’.. ^"rychprdia; logic and Philosophy of Mol, by 

» ir„ ‘„f ly.B-i'M'i Philosophy of Sigh/, byD;dei 

PMosi'nbf,'^, *'3' Heldnne) Philosophy of Uistiry, by Sibieei 
by Bosinme^^ P^i^Tr”’ ^r Philosophy of Art: Introdnction, 

ttistie ’ ^ by Bryant; abridged tr. by 

In D»P'ey 'W. Wallace, Proligomm 

Bamfe^tlS- ^ ^’fi’o’hphy; Stirling, Secret of Hegtl, 2 toIs.; 

loofet'i?.??” of fTogel's iopic; Harris, HeyePt 

Seaelian Commentary on Eegel’s Logic, and Studiee in tJi« 

f S,” ;? w''A' ^hsmotogpi A. Sctb, Hegoliariism mi Per- 

M • ^n^^'^ham. Thought and HeaiiUj in Hegel’s System; 

nn/irinricit^K' P™c«ce; Haym, Hejel 
heoelsohen PhlL^' P^^drl; Uirici, Princip und hlsthode dcr 
SSTp™ ? Prhondigos md Totos i« Brgels Phi- 

schkhte ’ A»ytJ»e do Hegel; Dilthey, Jogeodge- 

GesoKchMd!,iooh^^’J’‘^f’ dttgondsohriftin; P. Barth, 

and Mi oS,"^ ?T'?' Bolland, Hegels PhUosophie des SeiUs, 

and /f Sisior der EeUgum; Morris, BegeVs Philosophy of Stale 
and of Hrstorg; works on posl-Kanlian pbiloiopby, pp. 396, 450. 

It is the business of philosophy, aeeording to Hegel, to know 
na ure and the entire world of eiperience as it is, to study and 
Problem of ^PPoPfobend the reason in it, — ^not the superiicial, 
Philosophy ransitoiy, and accidental forms, but its eternal 
ine, + 1 , essence, harmony, and law. Things have a mean- 
ing, the prcMesses in the world are rational; the planetaiy sys- 
tem IS a rational order, the organism is rational, purposive, full 
of meaning (s,n„oll). Since reality is at bottom rational, a 
neeessaiy process of thoughts or notions, a logioal process, it 
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can be known only by thought; and the function of philosophy 
will be to understand the laws or necessary forms according to 
which reason operates. Logic and metaphysics will, therefore, 
be one and the same. The world, however, is not static, it moves 
on, it is dynamic j so is thought, or reason ; the noiioii, or the 
true concept, is an active, moving process, a process of e^•olution. 
In evolution, something that is undeveloped, undifferentiated, 
homogeneous, as we should say, and in this sense abstract, de- 
velops, differentiates, splits up, assumes many different, hence 
opposing or contradictory forms, until at last we have a unified, 
concrete, particularized object, a unity in diversity. The indefi- 
nite, abstract ground from which we have proceeded has become 
a definite concrete reality in which the opposites are reconciled 
or united in the whole. The higher stage in the process of ex'olu- 
tion is the realization of the lower, it is really what the lower 
intends to be; in this sense, it is the truth of the lower, the 
purpose of the lower, the meaning of the lower. What was im- 
plicit in the lower form becomes explicit or is made manifest in 
• the higher. Every stage in the process contains all the preceding 
stages and foreshadows all the future ones ; the world at every 
stage is both a product and a prophecy. The lower form is 
negated in the higher, that is, it is not what it was; but it is 
also preserved in the higher, it has been carried over and 
suhlated. All these ideas Hegel expresses by the German word 
aufgehoben; and the process, in the thing, of passing over into 
its opposite he calls the dialectical process. 

This is what Hegel means when he declares that contradiction 
is the root of all life and movement, that eveiything'is contra- 
diction, that the principle of contradiction rules the world. 
Everything tends to change, to pass over into its opposite. The 
seed has in it the impulse to be something else, an other: to 
contradict itself and to transcend itself. Without contradic- 
tion there would be no life, no movement, no growth, no devel- 
opment; everj'thing would be dead existence, static externality. 
But contradiction is not the whole story; nature does not stop 
at contradiction, hut strives to overcome it; the thing passes 
over into its opposite, true, but the movement goes on and oppo- 
sitions are overcome and reconciled, that is, become parts of a 
unified whole. The opposites are opposites with respect to one 
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anotlier, bat not with respect to the unity or whole of which 
. ^they form the parts. Taken by themselves, they have no value 
or meaning, hut considered as planfnlly articulated parts of a 
Whole, a process, — they Iiavc value and meaning. They are 
expressjons of the noUan of the thing, of its reason or purpose. 
In realizing its purpose, its notion, or BegriS, the thing over- 
comes the contradiction between its being and its notion, between 
what It now is and what it lias it in it to be. Thus, for ex- 
ample, all nature strives to overcome its material being, to 
divest itself of its phenomenal encumbrances and to make mani- 
fest its true essence, to put on immortality. 

Again, the universe is a process of evolution, in which ends 
or purposes arc realized, the purposes of universal reason. This 
IS an organic or teleological conception. The complete organism 
* f realization of the purpose or form or notion or concept 
0 e organism, the truth of the organism, as Hegel would say. 
c important thing in evolution is not merely what existed at 
le beginning, but what happens or is made manifest at the 
end. The truth lies in the whole, but the whole is realized only 
in the completed process of evolution? being is at the end what 
it IS in truth. And so we may say that the Absolute is essen- 
tially a result? the result as such, however, is not the complete 
w 10 e ? the result together with the entire process of develop- 
ment is the true whole? the thing is not exhausted in its pur- 
pose, but in its achievement Uusfuhrung), 

Hence, philosophy is interested in results? it has to show how 
one resu t emerges from the otlier, how it necessarily emerges 
rom e other. This movement proceeds nnconsciously in na- 
ture and even in histoiy (Schelling). But the thinker can 
become conscious of the process? he may describe it, rethink the 
eoncep . e has reached the highest stage of knowledge when 
inr. ^1 grasped the Idea of the world, when he knows its mcan- 
, w len e can retrace the operations of the universal dynamic 
eason, i s categories, its notions. The concepts in his head are 
of the same nature as the universal concepts? the dialectical evo- 
concepts in the mind of the philosopher coincides 
evolution of the world? the categories of sub- 
^i>''ewise categories of the universe; thought 
and being are identical. 
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Now, if tile business of philosopliy is to follow the nature 
of things, to tell us the what, the why, and the wherefore of 
realit}', the existence, ground or essence, and pur- 
pose of things, its method must be suited to its end. 

The method must reproduce the rational process, 
or the course of evolving reason in the world. This object can- 
not be attained by the artistic intuitions of genius or in similar 
mysterious ways, as Schelling and others supposed ; there is no 
other way than that of hard thinking. Philosophy is conceptnal 
knowledge, Begriffsiviisenschaft, as Kant bad declared. But, 
Hegel notes, we cannot exhaust reality in abstract concepts; 
reality is a moving dynamic process, a dialectical process, wliich 
abstract concepts cannot faithfully represent; the abstract con- 
cept tells only a part, and only a small part, of the story. Real- 
ity is now this, now that ; in this sense it is full of negations, 
contradictions, and oppositions: the plant germinates, blooms, 
withers, and dies; man is young, mature, and old. To do a 
thing justice, we must tell the whole truth about it, predicate 
all these contradictions of it, and show how they arc reconciled 
and preserved in the articulated whole which we call the life 
of the thing. Ordinary abstract thought takes tlie existing things 
in isolation, it looks upon them as the true realities, and con- 
siders their special phases and oppositions by themselves. The 
intellect can do nothing but distinguish, oppose, and relate; 
it cannot conceive the unity of opposites, it cannot understand 
life and the inner purposiveness of things; hence, for example, 
it can only wonder at animal instinct and its works. The in- 
tellect looks down upon the speculative method, but it can never 
grasp life as such. Conceived by themselves or torn from their 
relations, the contradictorj' aspects of things are meaningless 
appearances; they can be understood only as p.irts of an organic, 
articulated system; or, as Hegel puts it, all existence has truth 
only in the Idea, for the Idea is tlie only true reality. One Idea 
pervades the whole and all the parts of the whole; all particu- 
lars have their reality in this unity. The activity which sees 
things whole, or unifies the opposites, is a higher function of 
mind, which, however, let it be remembered, cannot dispense 
with the intellect. The two functions work hand in hand. 

Thought will, therefore, proceed from the most simple, ah- 
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stract, and empty concepts to the more complex, concrete, and 

alJ^d Ta ‘Wsi method, rvhich »e 

nlready find indicated in Kant and employed by Fichte and 
Schellmg, the diahctwal method, and, with them, distinguishes 
in It three moments or stages. We begin with an abstract uni- 
versa! concept (thesis) ; this concept gives rise to a contradic- 
ion (antithesis) j the contradictory concepts are reconciled in a 
third concept which, therefore, is a union of the other two (syn- 
thesis) To illustrate: Parmenides held that being is pcraa- 
non , Heraclitus that it is in constant change, the Atoraists that 
1 IS neit ler and both, that something is permanent and some- 
mg c anges. The new concept, however, suggests new prob- 
lems and contradictions, which, in their turn, must be resolved 
f concepts. And so the dialectical process, which seeks 
to follow the evolution of reality, goes on until we reach an 
Ultimate concept or notion in which all oppositions are resolved 
and preserved. But no single concept, not even the highest, 
represents the whole truth; all concepts are only partial truths; 
ru or knowledge is constituted by the entire system of con* 
cepts, every one of which has evolved from a basal concept. 
Trath, like rational reality itself, is a living logical process. 

r to say it in other words: One thought follows necessarily 
irom the other, one thought provokes a contradictory thought 
with which it is united to form another thought. The dialectical 
movement is the logical self-unfolding of thought. Hegel 
speaks as though thoughts or notions thought themselves: there 
is an inner necessity in them, they are like a growing organism 
a un 0 s its capacities and becomes a concrete organized 
whole a concrete universal. Hence, all the thinker has to do 
^ thought follow its logical course in the manner 

, ’ since this process, if correctly carried on, is identical 

VI le wor -process, it will be a reproduction of the develop- 

thoughts after him. 

‘hinkiag, then, is a process that 
es.s in moving, living, organic existence, a proe- 

nnt m *1 erenees are reconciled, in which distinctions are 

L. ^ “’™P'^>'™'Jed. The pliilasopliical notion 

organic unity of diilerences, a totality of parts, a unified 
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and yet differentiated whole. When Hegel tells us that the con- 
crete universal notion is the synthesis of opposites, he ^Yishes 
to describe the nature of thought as well as the 
nature of reality. Being is what the Romanticists 
were fond of calling it: a flowing reality, some- 
thing akin to life and mind. And, — again the Romanti- 
cists were right, — ^being cannot be grasped by an abstracting 
intelligence that catches only general phases or glimpses of 
it, cuts it into pieces, and ignores its organic character. But it 
cannot he realized by mj’stical feeling, cestlietic intuitions, or 
happy guesses. It is a rational process, a process that has a 
meaning and mnst be thought. It is not an insane flux, an 
unbridled, absolutely meaningless happening, but an orderly 
evolution, a progress. By its fruits we shall know it; in the 
light of the goal it achieves, all its seeming oppositions and con- 
tradictious are understood and reconciled. Our attempts to split 
up reality into essence and appearance, inner and outer, sub- 
stance and attribute, force and its expression, the inflnitc and 
the finite, mind and matter, Qod and world, give us nothing 
but false distinctions and arbitrary abstractions. Natur hat 
weder Eem noch Schalc: the essence is the appearance, the inner 
is the outer, the mind is the body, Qod is the universe, and 
so on. 

Reality, then, is a logical proces of evolution. It is a spir- 
itual process, and we can, therefore, understand it only in so 
far as we experience such a process in ourselves. But, let us 
not forget, it is not the particular ideas, the empirical or psycho- 
logical content, which we find in ourselves, that give us such 
understanding. There is a rational necessity in all thought that 
mnst be reproduced by us. Our thinking evolves or develops 
rationally; it moves logically, genetically, dialectically: in this 
sense, it is universal, trans-empirical, transcendental, or meta- 
physical, as Hegel calls it. Nor is truth expressed in this or 
that indhndual, it manifests itself in the species, it grows 
out of the life of the race. The divine mind or reason expresses 
itself in the evolution of the racial consciousness, in human his- 
tory. But, it must always be remembered, only in so far as 
human history is rational, necessary, logical, can we speak of 
it as expressive of the divine reason. 
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IIc„cl calls Gml Idea, incaiimg ll.c potential univcise, the 
lime CM totality of all llic possibilities of evolution. Spirit or 
Jlincl (Onrl) i, ||,h idea realized. The Idea contains within 
Itself, 1,1 ,,os,c, iniplicitly, ideally, the entire logical-dialcetienl 
proeeM ivliieli unfolds itself in a world i in it all the laws of its 
evolution are oiilliiKd which cipress themselves in the form of 
objective ezistenec. The Idea is the creative logos or reason; 
its foniis of aetion or categories are not empty husks or lifeless 
i( cas, ut 0 jocti\e thoughts, spiritual forces which constitute 
^ le verj essence of tilings. The study of the creative logos, 
Jn Its neeessao- evolution, is logic. It is not meant bv this tcacb- 
»ng that Ood ns pure thought or logical Idea existed before 
le crcsstion of the world; for Ilogcl declares that the world was 
c ema ,> created. The divine mind can never be without self* 
expression; God is the living moving reason of the world, he 
reveals himself in the world, in nature and in histoo’; nature 
*md histoo* nre neeojsao’ stages in the evolution of God into 
Rolf*consciousne.ss. (The evolution is not temporal in the sense 
tnat there ever was a time when there was no e>-olution. The 
j so ute IS eternally that into which it develops: the categories 
nre etcmiUly potential in it, they have never evolved out of 
no I ng. Iseverthelcss, the categories arc developed successively, 
one after the other, one being the condition of the other.) God 
IS not absorbed in the world, nor the world absorbed in God; 
'M 1011 t le world God is not God, be cannot be without creating 
a world, without knowing himself in bis other. There must be 
unity and opposition in the Absolute: God is not separate from 
the world. The finite world could not exist without the Idea, 

It is not an independent thing and has no real being without 
God : whatever truth it has it owes to God. Just as in onr minds 
t ioughts and feelings come and pass away without exhausting 
tne mind, so the phenomena of nature come and go without 
laus mg e divine mind. And just as our mind is enriched 
and CD arged by its thoughts and experiences, and rises to fuller 
and fuller sc f-consciousness in and through them, so the divine 
Idea IS enriched by its self-expressions in nature and history, 
and rises through them to self-conseioiisness, becoming for itsdf 
^ vv^s 111 itscl/. In the rhythmical process of self-alienation 
and scIf-delivcrance, the universal mind realizes its destiny; it 
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thinks itself in its object and so comes to know its own essence. 
The Absolute becomes conscious only in evolution, and above all 
in man. Hegel, tlierefore, does not mean that God, or the logical 
Idea, exists as a self-conscious logical process before the creation 
of the world, — ^he cannot be conscious without a world; — he is 
a developing God and becomes fully self-conscious only in the 
minds of human beings who make explicit the logical-dialectical 
process that lies implicit in the universal absolute reason. 

From all this it must appear that logic is the basal science, 
since it reproduces the divine thought-process as it is in itself. 
Dialectical thought expresses the innermost essence 
of the universal mind ; in such thinking the uni- 
versal mind knows itself as it is ; here thought and 
being, subject and object, form and content are one. The forms 
or categories of thought which logic evolves are identical with 
the forms of reality ; they have both logical and ontological or 
metaplij’sical value. In the essence of things thought recognizes 
its own essence, seeing it as in a mirror. Reason is the same 
everywhere, and everj'wberc the divine reason is at work: the 
universe, or that which is real and eternal in it, is the result 
of the thought of God. Hence it makes no difference where we 
begin: whether wo study reason, the dialectical process, in our- 
selves (logic) or in tbc universe (metaphysics), we shall always 
reach the same results. In logical thinking, pure thought may 
be said to study itself, thinker and thought are one ; and in it, 
also, the thinker develops with his thinking. The other sciences 
are applications of logic: the philosophy of nature studies the 
Absolute, or universal reason, in its otherness, in its self- 
objectification or self-alienation ; the philosophy of mind sbo^ 
how reason overcomes objective nature, returns to itself, as it 
were, or evolves into self-consciousness. 

It is to be noted that in all these cases of the revelation of 
reason, whether as nature or mind, reason appears in an infinite 
variety of temporal and trausitorj’ forms. These accidental 
shapes showing on the surface arc not tlie object of philosophy. 
It is the business of philosophy to understand the reason in 
things, the essence or substance of nature and mind, the eternal 
harmony and order, the immanent law and essence of nature, 
the meaning or rationale of human institutions and of history, 
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the eternal element shining through the temporal and accidental, 
the inner pulse beating in the external shapes. Moreover, this 
reason in things we can know only conceptually, through the 
notion, through dialectical or logical thought; hence, the only 
knowledge worthy of the name is a priori or philosophical knowl- 
edge : philosophy of nature, philosophy of right, philosophy of 
history. 

Logie deals with concepts, it shows how one concept springs 
from the other, that there is a necessary evolution in thinking, 
that if we think correctly, we are bound to pass 
from stage to stage until we reach the highest 
and Philoso- culmination and completion of the proe- 

phy of Mind css, the epitome of all the others. When we think 
these concepts, we are in the world of true reality, 
the eternal, imperishable process of the universe. The system of 
concepts which we think in logic, forms an organic whole and 
represents the true essence of things. It is not merely eorae- 
thing in our heads; we find it revealed in the world-process, in 
nature and in mind, in the individual mind and in the social 
mind, in the history .of the world and in human institutions. In 
logic, however, we envisage reason in its purity, in its naked- 
ness, as it were; in this sense, it is a shadow-world of essence- 
less forms, the logical Idea, God before he created the world. 
It is a shadow-world because it lacks substance or body, because 
it is naked thought, because it is not clothed in the garments of 
a universe. This is what Hegel means when he states that logic 
has no actual being, that it is never actualized except in the 
thinking of man: outside of human thinking, universal reason 
is more than pure thought. We are not concerned, in logic, 
with its revelations, with nature, history, society, but with a 
system of truths, a world of ideas, as it is in itself. But we 
can also study it in its revelations, we can see how this skeleton, 
or framework, takes on flesh and blood, or, rather, we can see 
it in flesh and blood. In nature, reason reveals itself in its 
otherness, in its externality and succession, in space and time. 
We cannot truly say that the logical Idea passes over into na- 
ture: the logical Idea is nature, nature is a form of the logical 
Idea, it is the Idea in its spatial and temporal form. Nature 
m reason, it is conceptual, it is the Begriff in its " side-by- 
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sideness," the notion in the form of extension. Hegel calls it 
petrified intelligence, an unconseions intelligence, concepts 
spread-ont, so to speak. Jloreover, nature is a stage of transi- 
tion through which the logical Idea passes, in its evolution into 
mind or spirit (Geisi). That is, the Idea, which embodies itself 
or is extemali2ed in nature, returns into itself and becomes 
mind, or spirit: in mind the Idea reveals itself to itself. 

Mind or spirit passes through dialectical stages of evolution, 
revealing itself as subjective mind, objective mind, and absolute 
mind. Subjective mind expresses itself as soul (mind dependent 
on nature), consciousness (mind opposed to nature), and spirit 
(mind reconciled with nature in knowledge) ; corresponding to 
these stages, Hegel has the sciences of anthropology, phe- 
nomenology, and psychology. The Idea, or universal reason, 
becomes soul in the animal organism. It embodies itself, creates 
a body for itself, becomes a particular, individual soul, the func- 
tion and vocation of which is to exercise its peculiar individu- 
ality; it is an unconscious production. This soul, which has 
fashioned an organic body for Itself, becontes conscious of itself, 
distinguishes itself from its body ; consciousness is an evolution 
from the very principle of which the body Is the expression. 
The function of consciousness is knowing. It rises from a purely 
objective stage, in which it regards the sensible object as the 
most real and truest thing, to a stage in which reason is con- 
ceived as the innermost essence of both sclf-consciousness and 
objective reality. Mind or spirit {Geist) in the highest sense 
unites both functions; it is productive knowing. We really 
know only what we create or produce. The objects of the spirit 
are its own products; hence, its essence, especially that of 
theoretical spirit, consists in knowing. Spirit or intelligence 
immersed in the object is perceptioo. No one can speak or write 
illurainatingly of an object Avithout living in it spiritually, i.e., 
^vithout intuiting it in the true sense of the term. Knowledge 
is completed in the pure thinking of conceiving reason. Presen- 
tation iVorsiellunff, memory, imagination, association) is the 
mean between perception and reason. Reason evolves or un- 
foUls concepts, i.e., conceives by pure thought the self-develop- 
ment of concepts. The understanding or intellect judges 
(urtfilt), tlmt is, separates the elements of the concept; reason 
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concludes, that is, binds together the elements of the concept. 
In the development of pure thought, theoretical intelligence sees 
rough itself, knows itself; it becomes reason recognizin*' 
itself. ^ 

Intelligence or reason is the sole ground of its development; 
hence, the result of its self-knowledge is the knowledge that its 
essence is self-determination or will or practical spirit, Wm 
appears as a particular subject or natural individual, striving for 
the satisfaction of his needs or deliverance from his ills. The 
will immersed in its impulses is unfree. 

The Idea, or universal reason, expresses itself not only in na- 
ture or in individuals, but in human institutions and in history, 
Philosophy (property, contract, punishment), 

of Right ^ morality or conscience, in custom (Sitte) or 
T *1, • observances (family, civic society, State), 

u hese institutions and in histoiy reason realizes itself or 
becomes actual, i.c., appears in external form; in this sense it 
IS called oljective reason. The reason which has produced hu- 
man institutions is the same as that wliich seeks to understand 
em: the reason which has unconsciously evolved law, custom, 
and the State becomes conscious of the process in the philosophy 
of nght. It is not the business of such a philosophy to tell us 
ought to be, but to know it as it is, that is, to 
exliibit the reason immanent in it; and that can only be done 
by dialectical thinking. It is the function of philosophy to show 
how rational institutions follow from the very Idea or nature 
ot right or justice. ^ In studying institutions, it is possible to 
exp am t lem historically, to show to what conditions, eireum- 
stanees, and so forth, th^ owe their existence. But such a 
causal explanation is not the true philosophical explanation; it 
IS one thing to trace the historical evolution of institutions, to 
point out the circumstances, needs, events, which led to their 
establishment; another, to demonstrate the justice in them and 
heir rational necessity. We can understand the reason of right, 
law, custom, State, only when we understand the notion of the 
thing [den Segriff der Sache). 

Objective reason is realized in a society of free individuals in 
which the individual wills tlie laws and customs of his people, 
n sue a society the individual subordinates his subjective con- 
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science (morality) to tiniversal re^on; in cnstom or the ethical 
observances of his people {Sitie) he finds his universal and true 
self expressed; he recognizes in the laws his own will and in 
himself a particularized expression of the laws. The evolution 
of the ethical spirit into a community of self-conscious individ- 
uals is the result of the evolution of active reason. After many 
experiences in society, the individual learns that in willing a 
universal cause he is willing his own will, or is free. The real 
and tlie ideal arc one here; individual reason accepts universal 
reason as its own ; the individual abandons his subjectivity and 
subordinates his individual reason to the universal reason, which 
expresses itself in the Volksgeist, in the consciousness of .a 
people, in the national mind: thb is Sitilichkcit. The perfect 
State, which realizes perfect freedom, is the goal and purpose 
of universal history: progress means the development of the 
consciousness of freedom. Tlie various peoples and the great 
historical personalities are the instruments by which the uni- 
versal spirit realizes its ends: every great people has a mission 
to perform in the divine evolution and can be understood only 
in the light of the total development. "When it has accom- 
plished the purpose of its existence, it makes way for other 
stronger nations. The conquest of one nation by another is a 
confession that the Idea for which the one stands is subordinate 
to that of the victorious people; here might makes right, phj’sical 
power and rational justice coincide. War, in so far as it is a 
war of ideas, is justified by Hegel on the assumption that the 
stronger cause will defeat the weaker and that the progress of 
humanity is furthered by physical and moral confiiet: Die 
Wcltgcschichtc tsf das 'WeUgericht. Providence, or universal 
reason, also makes use of the passions and private interests of 
individuals to realize universal ends; this is the strategy of the 
Idea ; great men are the executives of Reason. In his Philosophy 
of nistory Hegel tries to show how the universal spirit realizes 
the purposes prescribed by the dialectical evolution of its 
essence. 

In none of the preceding stages of the development of mind, 
however, does the universal mind come to know itself as it is, 
or reach the highest plane of self-consciousness and freedom. 
In none of them can it be said that thought and bemg, subject 
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and object, are one, or that all the oppositions are fully recon- 
ciled. The supreme stage in the evolution of the logical Idea 
is the Absolute ilind, whose sole purpose and work 
making manifest to itself its own nature, 
PhUosophy which is, therefore, free and imlimitcd spirit. 

Every particular subject as a truly knowing subject 
is such an absolute subject. The Absolute Mind likewise passes 
through three stages: revealing itself in the art, the religion, 
and the philosophy of the human mind. The Absolute Jlind ex- 
presses its essence or truth in the form of intuition {AascJiouu^p) 
in art; in the form of presentation or imagination (Vori/fi- 
lung) in religion; in the form of conception or pure logical 
thought (Bcgriff) in philosophy. The mind perceiving its inner 
essence in perfect freedom is art, the mind imaging it reverently 
is TcUgion, the mind conceiving and luiowing it in thought is 
philosophy. “ Philosophy too has no other object than 
and is, therefore^ essentially rational theology, as well 
6nduring worship of God in the service of truth.” Evciy one 
of those forms realizes itself in the dialectical process of cvolo* 
tion. and has its history: the history of art, the history of reli- 
gion, and the history of philosophy. 

In tlie histoiy of philosopliy every great system has its neces- 
sary place and represents a necessary' stage in logical develop- 
ment. Each system provokes an opposing one; the contradiction 
is reconciled in n higher synthesis, wlricli, in turn, gives rise 
to new conflicts, and so on. The Ilcgolinn philasophy,— so 
author believes, — rcpre.sents the final synthesis in which the 
Absolute Mind becomes conscious of itself; it recognizes the 
content of its being in the historical development through which 
it lias passed. 

From 1820 to 18-10 IlcgePs system was the reigning philosophy 
in Germany. It enjoyed the favor of the Pru-s-sian Stale, and 
had representatives in nearly every Gcrmnn uni- 
Schwis” versity. lYImt made it particularly nttmetive to 
many thinkers was iLs logical method, — uhieh 
seemed to ovoid both the rigid nlistrnction.s of rntiorialism and 
the ca.sy fivucies of myslicisni,— its claim to ol)solute certainty, 
and its apparent success in overcoming diflicultios and solving 
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problems in nearly every field of human study. After the death 
of the master, the school divided into conservative and liberal 
groups. Differences arose 'with regard to theological questions, — 
God, Christ, and immortality, — ^upon which Hegel had not ex- 
pressed himself definitely. The conservatives interpreted the 
system in the orthodox supematuralistic sense, as teaching the- 
ism, personal immortality, and an incarnate God (Hinrichs, 
Goeschcl, Gablcr), while the liberals, the so-called Young 
Hegelians, held to a spiritualistic pantheism: God is the uni- 
versal substance which becomes conscious in mankind. Mind 
as such is eternal, that is, the universal mind, not the individual 
mind. The incarnation of God in Christ is interpreted ns the 
expression of the divine in humanity. To this wing belonged 
Richter, Ruge, — also, for a time, B. Bauer, D. Strauss, and L. 
Feuerbach. Some of the liberal Hegelians eventually went over 
to naturalism, among them B. Bauer, Strauss, and Feuerbach. 
ITostilc to Hegelianism, yet in sjunpatby with the theistic views 
of the right wing, were C, H. Weisse, J. H. Fichte, and H. M, 
Chalybaous. 

The early socialists (Marx and Lassalle), with their economic 
interpretation of history, also based themselves on Hegelian 
premises. What was once rational, they reasoned, becomes irra- 
tional in the process of evolution: private property, which was 
once right and rational, will be superseded and overcome in 
socialism as a result of the dialectical-logical process of history. 

The impetus which Hegel gave to the study of the history of 
philosophy and the historj’ of religion produced a school of 
great historians of philosophy (Trcndelcnhurg, Ritter, Brandts, 
J. E. Erdmann, E. Zeller, Kudo Fischer, W. Windelband) and 
of religion (0. Pfleidorer). lie likewise exercised a great Infiu- 
cncc on the philosophy at history, Uw stwly 
polities, and indeed on all the mental sciences. 

For the period after Hegel *ee; Sjel)ert, GtschicUe dcr nruern 
deutschen rhilosophie nach llegeJ; Ucberweg-Ucinzc, op. cil., Part III, 
voj. II; Kiilpe, PAiTojopAi/ of the Present in German!/, transl. by G. 
Patrick; and works on p. 39G. 
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as private docent and professor (1802-1809). He regarded the 
now philosophy os an aberration from the principles laid do\vn by 
the great eriticist of Koaigsberg (to whose choir 
he was colled in 1809), and once spohe of himself 
os a Kantian of the year 1828. He attacks its pj^igsophy 
methods and its results, and reaches conclusions 
directly opposed to those of the reigning school on nearly 
every important point. IVe cannot, in his opinion, deduce 
reality from a principle: such principles come at the end and 
not at the beginning of philosophy. We cannot reduce being 
to one single ground, hence monism and pantheism arc out of 
the fiuestion. Indeed, knowledge of the ultimate essence of 
things, that is, of things-in-themselvcs, is impossible: meta- 
physics, in the Hegelian sense, is a dream. Yet things-in- 
themselves exist, not one, hut many; and the world is not merely 
our idea. Hcrbart opposes the rationalistic method, epriorism, 
monism, pantheism, subjective idealism, and free will, and sub* 
stilntos for these doctrines empiricism, pluralism, rfnlisro, and 
determinism. 

Outside of experience, he tells us, there is no hope of progrcjss 
in knowledge. It is the business of philosophy to begin with 
the general concepts of experience and of the sciences, with the 
thoughts which have been uncomciously evolved by the race. 
Such concepts we must examine with the help of formal logic, 
whose function it is to make their meaning clear and distin*',!, 



REALISM OF HERBART • 479 

as private docent and professor (1802-1809). He regarded the 
new philosophy as an aberration from the principles laid doTO by 
the great criticist of Konigsberg (to whose chair 
he was called in 1809), and once spoke of himself 
as a Kantian of the year 1828. He attacks its pjjijosopijy 
methods and its results, and reaches conclusions 
directly opposed to those of the reigning school on nearly 
evBiy important point. We cannot, in his opinion, deduce 
reality from a principle: such principles come at the end and 
not at the beginning of philosophy. We cannot reduce being 
to one single ground, hence monism and pantheism are out of 
the question. Indeed, knowledge of the ultimate essence of 
things, that is, of things-in-themselves, is impossible: meta- 
physics, in the Hegelian sense, is a dream. Yet things*in« 
themselves exist, not one, but many; and the world is not merely 
our idea. Herbart opposes the rationalistic method, apriorism, 
monism, pantheism, subjective idealism, and free will, and sub- 
stitutes for these doctrines empiricism, pluralism, realism, and 
determinism. 

Outside of experience, he tells ns, there is no hope of progress 
in knowledge. It is the business of philosophy to begin with 
the general concepts of experience and of the sciences, with the 
thoughts which hare been unconsciously evolved by the race. 
Such concepts we must examine with tlie help of formal logic, 
whose function it is to make their meaning clear and distinct, 
and to point out their inconsistencies, if such tliere be. Phi- 
losophy in general, therefore, consists in the elaboration of con- 
cepts; in analyzing them, comparing them, and attempting to 
harmonize them. Logie finds difficulties, inconsistencies, con- 
tradictions in what seem to be our simplest, clearest, and most 
distinct concepts, in such concepts as thing, change, becoming, 
matter, sclf-comciousncss: all of them contain nests of contra- 
dictions, A thing, for example, in ordinary thought, is a corn- 
plexus of qualities: gold is heavy, j-et fusible; one thing is many 
things, a unity is a plurality. Herbart holds that nothing can 
be real that is contradictory, thus restoring the old-time logical 
principle of contradiction to its former place of honor in phi- 
]o.sophy. Reality can be conceived only as an absolutely self- 
consistent system. In this sense our philosopher is, after all, 
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a rigorous rationalist ; genuine knowledge is a system of self* 
consistent concepts. Hence, if our experience furnishes us with 
a world-view that is contradictory, it cannot stand. Here be- 
gins the work of metaphysics; the contradictions must be re- 
moved and harmonized; we must modify and correct our ordi- 
nary and scientific notions so that they will hang together, form 
a consistent picture of reality, render intelligible our world of 
experience. 

This Herbart proceeds to do in his metaphysics. He accepts 
the Kantian teaching that experience reveals only phenomena; 

but, he insists, an appearance must always be the 
P y®* ® appearance of something: it implies a reality; so 
viel Scliein so viel Hindeutung auf Sein. (Here, again, onr 
Kantian thinker betrays his rationalism; basing himself on the 
notion of ground, he passes from ideas to things-in-tbemscives.) 
Our sensations cannot he explained, after the fashion of ideal- 
ism, as mere products of the mind; subjective though they be, 
they suggest a being outside of them, a world of things-in- 
themselves. Tlie question is, How is this world, the true rcalily> 
constituted t 

Our seeming, appearing, phenomenal world is a world of con- 
tradictions, a world of many qualities and changes. "We say, 
for example, a thing has many qualities, and a thing changes its 
qualities. How can one thing be many things? How can one 
thing he white and hard and sweet and fragrant, and how can 
it be now one thing, now another! It cannot be, for that would 
be contradictory. Every thing is what it is, identical with 
itself, absolutely one: to give it several qualities or to ascribe 
change to it, would be a contradiction in terms. Every sensa- 
tion points to a single reality or being. A thing is simple, 
changeless, constant being: absolute, indivisible, not extended in 
space or in time. It cannot be conceived as a contmunm, other- 
wise it would not be simple and absolute. The principle of 
identity, in this sense, is for Herbart a basal law upon which 
he rears his theorj- of reality. 

But if a thing is what H is, a simple, changeless snbstancc, 
how do we account for the illnsion of manifoldness and change! 

“Why do the things we experience appear to have many quali- 
ties and to change! Sretaphysics can explain this only on the 
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assumption tliat there are man^ simple unchangeable principles, 
or substances, or reals, as Herbart calls them. Each particular 
and apparently simple thing is really not a simple thing having 
many qualities, but a complexus or aggregate of many simple 
things or reals, in more or less constant unioni "We must assume 
many reals, because the so-called thing has many qualities ; when 
such and such reals happen to form such and such combinations 
with one another, enter into such and such relations, then such 
and such phenomena result. Change is explained as the coming 
and going of reals ; to say a thing changes its quality means sim- 
ply; a change occurs in the relation of the reals or monads 
composing it; the reals themselves originally composing it are 
unchangeable, and every one of them remains unalterably what 
it is; only the relation has changed, reals have been added or 
taken away. It is for this reason that we can call phenomena 
“ the accidental viewpoints ” of thm^. One and the same 
line can be a radius or a tangent; in the same way a real may 
enter into different relations with other reals, without changing 
its essence. 'What we say of their mutual relations does not 
affect their being: It is merely an accidental viewpoint which 
we take. 

The world of reals is absolute; there is no change, growth, 
appearance in it, everything b what it b. But we relate the 
thing with another thing, with another real or reals ; the sem- 
blance b in ns, the contradictions of plurality and change are 
phenomena in us; all qualities are secondary qualities. Thb 
view would ascribe all variety and change to ns; the real 
world would be an absolutely static world in which nothing 
would happen; all occurrence would be a phenomenon in 
consciousness. 

Nevertheless, there appears to be change in the real itself. 
This b explained as follows. Every real strives to preserve 
its identity against disturbances on the part of other reals. One 
and the same real will, therefore, behave differently in maintain- 
ing itself against others. There b no real change in the real; 
it asserts its quality, or preserves its essence, against all dis- 
turbance, but the way it preserves itself depends on the nature 
and degree of the disturbance threatening it. Even if there 
were no opposition, if it cxbted alone,- it would preserve its 
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quality. Tlic real maintains itself at the same level always; 
it is constant, unchanging in the face it presents, but it seems 
that varying degrees of effort are required for it to prcscnc 
its calm in the presence of different qualities and different de- 
grees of opposition. The question arises. How is all this pos- 
sible in view of the statement that reals do not influence one 
another? They do seem to influence *one another; the presence 
of other reals does not change the nature or status of any real, 
hut it does arouse different degrees of activity {self-preseivation} 
in it. — Space, time, motion, and matter are treated according 
to the same method: they are not reals, but objective appear- 
ances of reals. 

Herbart’s psychology is a part of metaphysics: it is rational 
psychology. Empirical psychology cannot be made the basis of 
philosophy; psychology presupposes metaphysics; 
syc 0 ogy without a metaphysical p^-chology the questions 
of a critique of reason cannot be answered, indeed not even thor- 
oughly discussed. Psychology rests on espcricncc, metaphysics, 
and mathematics. The soul is a simple, absolute, timeless and 
spaceless real (it is the first substance science compels us to 
presuppose)’; hence, it cannot have different faculties or powers, 
of which psychologists speak. Herhart’s attack on the faculty- 
psychology results from his metaphysical presuppositions. Since 
the soul is a simple substance, there can be no action in it but 
self-prescn'ation. It is related to the body, which is* an aggre- 
gate of reals, the scat of the soul being in the brain. All souls 
are essentially' alike; the differences in souls and in their devel- 
opment are due to esternat conditions, such as the organiration 
of the body. The soul has originally no powers or capacities, 
neither ideas nor feelings nor impulses; it know.s nothing of 
itself, has no forms, intuitions, or categories, no a priori laws 
of willing or acting. A sensation arises in the soul when the 
soul asserts itself against another real; sensation is the expres- 
sion of its function of self-preservation. The entire content of 
the soul, as it exists in the developed state, is the re.sult of tho 
reproduction and as.socistion of sensations. Psychology’ is the 
statics and mechanics of the mind. Ilcrhart’s atm is to create 
n science parallel to phy'sicnl mechanics. The old physics ex- 
plained everything by forces, the new phy.sics reduces eveiy'' 
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thing to motion; the old psychology explained everything by 
powers and faculties, the new psychology must explain every- 
thing by the movements of ideas: i^nsations and Ideas tend to 
persist, but other psychic states contend with them; there is 
action and reaction. Herbart seeks to formulate mathematically 
the relations existing between them. l^Iental life, then, is ex- 
plained as the complicalion, fusion, and opposition of ideas; 
feelings and strivings, or impulses, are modifications of ideas. 
Consciousness does not exhaust psychic life; processes occur 
beneath the threshold of consciousness, in the region of the un- 
conscious. There is no free will ; everything in the mind follows 
fixed laws, and psychical processes can he mathematically 
determined. 

The permanent ground of mental life is the soul-suhstanee, 
and not the so-called self-identical ego, the ego as knower, the 
self-conscious personality. Indeed, the notion of such a self- 
conscious subject is contradictoiy. How can that which is a 
subject also be an object, how can the ego represent, or be con- 
scious of, itselff It is contradictory to say the knower is the 
thing known, the subject is the object. Besides, we can never 
become aware of the ego, because it always shifts its base when 
we try to catch it, and leaves us with an object (the me). The 
eye cannot see itself; the can see only its picture; an ego 
that is seen or looked at is no longer the looking or perceiving 
ego: this eternally eludes our grasp. The self-conscious ego is 
not a principle, but a product; it is not the spontaneous ground 
or center of our mental life, but itself the result of the me- 
chanics of the soul. Self-consciousness comes later than the 
consciousness of objects, it presupposes many ego-ideas. Fichte’s 
pure ego is an abstraction; the only kind of self-consciousness 
we know is otir empirical self-consciousness, and this is always 
a conseionsness of objects.- 

Characteristic of Herbart’s psychology are his rejection of 
the faculty-theor}', his theory of presentation (Torsfrilttrip) as 
the sole and basal function of the soul, his doctrine of the uncon- 
scious, his theory of apperception, his assoeiationisra, his theory 
of interaction, his determinism, and his view that the ego is 
not a principle, but a product. Space, time, and the categories 
are not a priori forms of the mind, but products of the me- 
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aathetics, which deals not with realities, but with values, -v,Ue\ 
Science of 5''™““''"!^ judgments of taste. These two sciences 
Values absolately separate, and Herbart opposes aU 

Tho 1 . been made to nnite them. 

There are, besides theoretical judgments, judgments which ei- 
press approval and disapproval: we call things beautiful and 
Pgly, praiseworthy and blamable. The problem of lestheto 
IS to examine the objects of these judgments and to discover 
what pleases or displeases us in them. Herbart finds that it is 
not their content, but their form, that our feelings of approval 
and disapproval are aroused by certain simple relations existing 
between things. 

^ ® branch of icsthetics and concern 
® taorally beautiful. "We approve and disapprove 
r am re ations of will. Experience shows that there are five 
types of relations which give rise to ethical judgments and 
w 10 are called patterns or Ideas. We approve the relation 
m Which the individual’s wiU agrees with his conviction (Idea 
01 mner freedom) ; a harmonious relation between the different 
striving of the will in the same subject (Idea of perfection) ; 
a relation m which a will makes the satisfaction of another’s 
will its object (Idea of benevolence). We disapprove a rela- 
tion in which several wills impede one another, that is, conflict 
and discord. We approve a relation in which each will permits 
a will to impede its own (Idea of justice). We disapprove a 
re a ion in which the intended good or evil act is not recom- 
pensed (Idea of retribution). Corresponding to these five Ideas, 
m inverse order, are five systems of society: the legal system, 
e wage ^stem, the system of administration, the system of 
• culture; all of which are united in the realization of the Idea 
of inner freedom as applied to society. The supreme ideal of 
le y IS e union of will and reason, one in which there is no 
discord between the members. 

Herbart exercised his greatest influence through his theory 
ito j he regarded as applied psychology, and 

en 3 as determined by ethics. His mechanical conception 
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of mental life as the result of the interplay of ideas accounts 
for the emphasis he places on instruction, the importance of 
interest, and the value of apperception. 

F. H. Beneke (1798-1854; Lehrhuch der Psychologte als Naturwissen- 
schaft, 1833, System der praktischen Philosophie, 1837) Tras influ- 
enced by Herbart, as Tvell as bv Fries and English empiricism. He 
agrees with Herbart that psychology must be based on e^erience, but 
rejects the view that makes it dependent on mathematics and meta- 
phj'sics. It is the science of inner experience, the most certain of all 
our knowledge, and must serve as the foundation of metaphysics, 
epistemology, ethics, and pedagogy. • 

63. Philosophy op Will: Schopeniiaueb and Hahtmann 

Arthur Schopenhauer was bom, 1788, in Danzig, his father being 
a wealthy banker and his mother a popular novelist of her day. The 
son entered business, but found commercial life dis- 
tasteful and exchanged the counting-house for the uni- Schopenhauer 
versity. At Gottmgen (1809-1811) and Berlin (1811- 
1813), he devoted himself to the study of philosophy, natural science, 
and Sanscrit literature. His favorite philosophical writers were Plato 
and Kant; Fichte he heard at Berlin and was undoubtedly influenced 
by him, notwithstanding bis contemptuous characterization of him, 
ScheUing, and Hegel as the “windbags of philosophy.” Schopenhauer 
&stablbb<^ himself as a private docent at the University of Berlin 
and lectured there intcrmittenily from 1820 to 1831 during (he period 
of Hegel's greatest popularity, hut met with little success as a teacher. 
In 18M ho retired from the University, foil of biltemess and hatred 
of all “ philosophy-professors,” and settled at Frankfort on the Main, 
devoting himself to thinking and writiug. His fame was slow in 
coming, but it sweetened the last few years of bis life. He died in 1860. 

Vber die vierfache TT'urreJ des Satzes rom zureichenden Grunde, 
1813; Die TTcIt nis TTillc und Vorstelluny, 1819; t/ber den WiUen 
in der A'ctur, 1836; Die beiden Grundprobleme der Elhik, 1841; 
Parerga und raralipomcna, 1851. Collected works ed. by FrauenstSdt, 
6 vols., 2d cd., ISic, by Griscbach, 1890, £f. (new ed. in Peclam, 
6 vols,); by Steiner, 13 vols., 1894; by Deassen, 1911, ff. Index by 
Wagner. 

Translations: IPorW as trill and Idea, by Haldane and Kemp, 3 vols., 
1SS4, ff.; Fourfold Boot and TTiH in Nature, by Hillcbrand, 2d cd., 
1891; Basts of MoraUty, by Bullock; Selected Essays, by Bax. 

Jlonograplis by W. Wallace, Whittaker, Zimmem, Caldwell, Volkclt, 
K, Fischer, Ribot, Griscbach; Paulsen, Sekopenhauer, Hamlet, Mephis^ 
topkeles; Siramel, Schopenhauer und Nietzsche; Tsanoff, Schopen^ 
hauer^s Criticism of Kant; Th. Lorenz, Enttciekhngsgeschichte der 
itetaphysik Schopenhauers. Cf. Sully, Pcsjimism. 

Schopenhancp eccepls the (honght of Kant^s Criligue of Pure 
Itcason that the wprld of experience is n wprld of phenomena. 
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r?Irr i-tellisenee. The «.i„d ha, 
Its forms of perceivmg (space and time) and its categories of 

The World the latter Schopenhauer reduces to the 

as WiU “”8“ category of causalilj'. What the world is 
and Idea apart from intelligence, Kant had declared, we do 

in 1 "I”* “''a'" “ the sense 

in which we know phenomena; it is the great unknown, the 
onmenon of which the perceived world is the phenomenon. 
We do not come face to face with the thing-in-itself in an in. 
tellectual intuition and can, therefore, know nothing of it escept 
that It exists; the forms of the mind, space, time, causality, 
and the rest are inapplicable to it. 

At this point Schopenhauer’s teaching diverges from that of 
IS mas er. It is true, he says, if I were merely an iniellccUtal 
being, an ontward.looking subject, I should perceive nothing hut 
phenomena arranged in space and time, and in causal relation. 
In my own innermost consciousness, however, I come face to 
ace m my true, real, basal self ; in the consciousness of 
P ^ “"e thing.in.itsclf. The thing.in. 

itselt 13 wiH; It IS the primary, timeless, spaceless, uncaused 
ivi 7 at expresses itself in me as impulse, instinct, striving, 
craving, yearning. I also become aware of myself os a phe- 
nomenon, as a part of nature; I image myself as an extended 
organic body. I know myself in two svays: as wiU and as body; 

the e ^ which, in aelfKionsciousness, appears as 

the conseiousness of activity aod, in perception, as my material 

the will “ >'“'iy the expression of 

nf^etn^V^^^* solution of the whole question 

of metaphysics. All things are interpreted by Schopenhauer 

Will in AL conception of the human being: 

Nature and . ® ”"*** “*>*1 idea; idea to the intellect, but 

in Man in rca ity will. We find this voluntaristic world. 

I come fa rT h- the facts. When I look inward, 

this win f “ '7* a I ““‘^■•4 I 

e^rcT " -f T" iWf "'i '•ody, 

presses itself as a living organism. We are,.fhcrefore, justi- 
the outward mamfestations of wUl. In the stone, will manh 
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fests itself os blind force j in man, it becomes conscions of itself. 
The magnetic needle always points to the north; bodies always 
fall in a vertical line ; substances form crystals when acted on 
by other substances; and all such occurrences give evidence of 
the operation of forces in nature which are aMn .to the will 
in us. In" the vegetable kingdom, too, we discover traces of 
unconscious striving or impulse. The tree desires light and 
strives upward; it also wants moisture and pushes its roots 
into the soil. "Will or impulse guides the growth of the animal 
and directs all its activities. The wild beast desiring to devour 
prey develops teeth and claws and muscles ; the will creates for 
itself an organism suitable to its needs; function precedes or- 
ganization; the desire to butt is the cause of the appearance 
of the horns. The will to live is the basal principle of life. 

In man and the higher animals this primitive impulse be- 
comes conscious; it creates intelligence as its organ or instru- 
ment; intelligence is the lamp that illuminates the will’s way 
through the world. The will makes for itself a brain; the brain, 
is the seat of intelligence; intelligence and consciousness are 
functions of the brain: in this respect Schopenhauer agrees 
with the materialists. On the lower stages of existence, the will 
is blind craving, it works ftlindfly, without consciousness; in man 
it becomes conscious; intelligence is grafted on the ^vill and 
becomes the greatest of all instruments of self-preservation. But 
it always remains in the service of the will; will is the master, 
intellect the servant. 

'Will controls perception, memory, imagination, judgment, and 
reasoning; we perceive, remember, imagine what we will to per- 
ceive, remember, and imagine; and our arguments are always 
pleas of the will. As we pass downward in the scale of esist- 
enee from man to the mineral, we observe intelligence falling 
into the background; the will, however, remains as the one, 
constant, persistent element. In the child and the savage, 
impulse predominates over intelligence ; in the animal kingdom, 
instinct gradually becomes unconscious; in the plant, it is un- 
conscious; in the mineral, all trace of intelligence disappears. 

This basal will, which manifests itself in mineral and in man, 
i§ not a person, not an intelligent God. It is a blind uncon- 
scious force that wills existence. It is neither spatial nor tern- 
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poral, but expresses itself in individuals in space and time; 
that is, it acts in such a way that our mind perceives it in 
individual, t.e., temporal and spatial, form. It manifests itself in 
eternal, immutable types, which Plato calls Ideas. The dif' 
ferent organic species, for example, are eternal immutable types: 
the species do not change; the individuals belonging to the 
species grow and die, but the will-type or the species endures. 
These types form an ascending scale, a graduated series (Aris- 
totle), rising from the lowest stages of matter to man. Indi- 
viduals may come and individuals may go, but will goes on 
forever. Hence, the fundamental part of us, the will, is im- 
mortal; the particular, individual form in which it expresses 
itself is mortal. Suicide, therefore, means the destruction of 
a particular expression of the will, hut not of the will itself. 

The will to be, the will to live, is the cause of all struggle, 
sorrow, and evil in the world. A world of ceaseless striving 
and battle, in which the different forms of the 
of^Uv blind will to exist struggle with one another, a 
° ^ world in which the little fishes are devoured by 

the larger ones, is not a good world, but an evil one, indeed the 
worst of all possible worlds (pessimism). The life of man is 
not worth living, because it is full of misery: it follows from 
the veiy nature of the human will that it should be full of 
pain and miseiy. Life consists of blind craving, which is pain- 
ful so long as it is not satisfied, and which when satisfied is 
followed by new painful desires, and so on cd MOHScam. 
are never permanently satisfied, there is a worm in every flower. 
TVe are like shipwrecked mariners who struggle and struggle 
to save their wearied bodies from the terrible waves, only to be 
engulfed at last. “ The life of most men is but a continuous 
struggle for existence, — a straggle wliich they arc bound to lose 
at last. Every breath we draw is a protest against the death 
which is constantly threatening us, and against which we are 
battling every second. Bnt Death must conquer after all, for 
we are his by birth, and he simply plays with his prey a little 
while longer before devouring it. "We, Iiowever, take great paius 
to prolong our lives as far as we can, just as we blow soap- 
bubbles as long and as large as wc can, though wc know with 
absolute certainty that they must break at last.” 
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After one life has run down, the will repeats the same old 
process in new individuals. “ The life of most men is weary 
yearning and torture, a dreamy tottering through the four ages 
toward death, accompanied hy a succession of trivial thoughts. 
It is like a clock-work that is wound up and goes without 
knowing wh}’; and every time a man is conceived and bom, 
the clock of human life is wound up anew, in order to grind 
out the same old hackncj'cd tune which it has played so many 
countless times before, measure for measure, beat for beat, with 
insignificant variations.” 

Another reason why life is evil is because it is selfish and 
base; and it follows from the very nature of the will that it 
should be so. L'komme cst l*animal mechant, a heartless and 
cowardly egoist, whom fear makes honest and vanity sociable, 
and the only way to succeed in the world is to be as grasping 
and dishonest as the rest. The progress of knowledge and civili- 
2 alion docs not mend matters; it simply brings witli it new 
needs and, with them, new sufferings and new forms of selfish* 
ne&s and immorality. The so-called virtues, love of labor, per- 
severance, temperance, frugality, arc merely a refined egoism. 
” In much wisdom is much grief; and he that increaseth knowl- 
edge increaseth sorrow.” ‘‘ Histoiy is an interminable series of 
murders, robberies, intrigues, and lies; if you know one page of 
it, you know them all.” 

Schopenhauer teaches that jympathy, or pity, is the basis and 
standard of morality, and that tlic race is wicked because it Ls 
selfish. To be good, an act must be prompted by pare sym- 
pathy; if the motive is my own welfare, the act ha.s no moral 
worth at all; if the motive is the barm of others, it is wicked. 
The empirical character of man is wholly determined, but the 
fact of remorse suggests tliat the will is free ; my will must there- 
fore be ultimately responsible for my character: the intelligible 
ego has fashioned the empirical ego. 

Since llie selfish will is the root of all evil and the source 
of all sorrow, man must negate the will, suppress his selfish de- 
sires, in order to enjoy happincsi or at least to be at peace. 
This Is possible in several ways. The artistic or philosophical 
genius may be delivered from the sclfwh will, forget himself, 
lose himself in artistic contemplation or philosophical thought, 
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a method that affords only temporary relief though it offers a 
foretaste of deliverance. The individual can also free himself 
from his selfish will by contemplating the wickedness of the 
world, the futility of all desire, and the illusoriness of indi- 
vidual existence. If he will think of these things and remember 
that all individuals are one in essence, that they are all mani- 
festations of the same primal will, he will feel sympathy or pity 
with all creation; he will see himself in others and feel the 
sorrows of others as his own. This is the moral way, but it 
likewise furnishes only temporary relief. The best way is total 
negation of the will in an ascetic life, such as is practised by 
Christian ascetics and Buddhist saints. Resignation and will- 
lessness ensue, the will is dead. The saint finds deliverance from 
his own will, from the impulses which bind the natural man to 
the world; the will dies as soon as it becomes aware of what 
it is, through the knowledge of life, the road to which is 
suffering. 

Influenced by Schelling, Hegel, and Schopenhauer, E. von 
Hartmann (1842-1906) seeks to reconcile Hegel’s intellectualism 
with the voluntarism of Schopenhauer, basing his 
Philosophy speculation on the inductive-scientific method and 
Unconscious oi^cring a philosophy of nature resembling Schel- 
ling 's. Mechanism is inadequate as an explanation 
and must be supplemented by au idealistic conception. "We can- 
not account for the facts without assuming the operation of 
a will in nature, and this will must be conceived as determined 
by an idea of purpose, which, however, is unconscious. Animal 
instinct, for example, is intelligent action towards an end with- 
out consciousness of that end. It is not determined by me- 
chanical or psychical conditions, but adapts itself to the environ- 
ment, transforming its organs to meet its needs. The directing 
principle in things, matter included, is an unconscious, imper- 
sonal, but intelligent, will, — tliat is, idea plus will, — wliich be- 
comes fully conscious only in the brain of man. Matter consists 
of centers of force, or unconscioms will-jmpulse.s, which represent 
the activities of an absolute universal unconscious spirit. This 
absolute spirit was originally in a state of inactivity, mere 
potential will or reason, but it was impelled to action by the 
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groundle^ will. It is due to the logical reason in it that the 
unconscious world-will is governed hy rational purposes, and 
that it expresses itself in a rational process of evolution. But 
all willing is essentially evil and the cause of unhappiness. The 
final purpose of this process is. the deliverance of the absolute 
will from itself and the return to the original state of rest, the 
nirtajia. This end will be attained when the human race de- 
cides upon non-existence. In the meanwliile, it is our duty to 
affirm the will to live to the utmost, not to practise asceticism 
and world-flight. 

Philosophic des Vnbevussten, 1869 (transl. by Coapland) ; Phdnome- 
nologie des siitlichen BevMsstseins, 1879; Grundproblem der Erkenni- 
nistheorie, 1890; Religiomphilosophte, 18S1, f.; Kalegorienlehre, 1896; 
System der Philosophie tm Grttndriss, 1907, ff. 

. Solly, Pessi'miam, chap, v; A- Drews, iZartmonn^ philosophisches 
System; 0. Braun, E. v. Hartmann; Vaihinger, Hartmann, Duhriny 
vnd tangc. 

64 . Neokaotzanism 

Eant had sought to establish the validity of mathematics and 
natural science against the skepticism of Hume, but had denied 
the possibility of metaphysics as an a prion sci- 
ence of things-in-themselvcs. Rational theology, Reaction 
cosmology, and psychologj* have no scientific value g^^Iative 
for him: we cannot prove the existence of God, the philosophy 
immortality of the soul, and the freedom of the 
will to theoretical reason; theoretical knowledge is out of the 
question here, because these things are not and cannot be objects 
of experience. We can form metaphysical hypotheses, it is true, 
having more or less probability, but universal and necessary 
knowledge Cannot he reached in them. We may, however, rise 
to a higher kind of know/edge of freedom, immortei/tj', and 
God, through a moral intuition, as it were: practical reason 
assures us of the validity of such truths, though we cannot give 
them a sensuous content and hence know them in the scientific 
sense. 

As we have seen, the great successors of Kant, — Fichte, 
Schelling, Hegel, — did not share his misgivings with respect to 
metaphysics. Hegel offered a logical explanation of the universe 
in all its various phases, and his philosophy remained the reign- 
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The chemist Wilhelm Ostwald (1853—; Die Uberwindung des wissen- 
schaftlichen Matenalismus, 1895, Naturphilosophie, 1902) .rejects ma- 
terialism and mechanism in favor of a dynamic or “ energetic ” theory. 
The various properties of matter are special forms of energy (kinetic, 
thermal, chemical, magnetic, electric, etc.), which cannot be reduced 
to one another. Psychic energy is another form of energy; it is un- 
conscious or conscious nervous ene^y. Interaction is explained as the 
transition from unconscious to conscious energy or the reverse. 

Under these circumstances, it was natural that philosophers 
should again take up the problem of knowledge, to which Kant 
had given such careful and sober attention, and 
subject the various intellectual tendencies of the cSician^ 
age to critical examination. The critical philosophy 
became the rallying-point for all those who opposed both the 
methods of the Hegelians and the progress of materialism, as 
well as for those who distrnsted metaphysics altogether. In 
1865 0. Liebmann raised the eiy: Back to Kant {Kant und die 
JSpigonen), in which he was joined by Weisse, Zeller, Kortlage, 
Hayra, and K, Fischer; and P. A. Lange published his cele- 
brated work on History of Materialism. During recent years, 
this Neokantian movement has grown to large proportions, and 
nearly every German thinker of note may be said to belong to 
it, in some way or other. All the members of this ’group 
emphasize the need of epistemological investigations, some even 
regarding the philological study of the Kantian writings, espe- 
cially of the Critique of Pure Reason, as of primary importance 
(Vaihinger, B. Erdmann, Reicke, Kehrbach, Adickes, E. Ar- 
nold) . Certain Neokantians would limit philosophy to epistemol- 
ogy, accepting the positivistic conclusion that we can know phe- 
nomena only and rejecting all metaphysics, whether materialis- 
tic or idealistic, as heyond our ken. According to Lange (1828- 
1875), who has exerted a great influence, materialism is justified 
as a method, but not as a world-view, since it fails to explain 
the basal nature of physical objects and of onr oum inner self. 
To his mind, metaphysical and religious speculations are the 
products of a kind of “ constructive instinct ” in man and have 
no theoretical value: the existence of an ideal world cannot be 
proved, but such a conception has practical worth in human 
life. H. Cohen (bom 1842), the head of the Marburg School, 
develops the critical philosophy and offers a system of his own 
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(System der Philosophic, 1902, ff.), on the basis of Kant’s 
method. Among his pupils ore P. Natorp (Sozialpadagogilc, 
1899) and R. Stammler (Lekre von ‘dem ricktigen Rechte, 
1902). ' 

Another group of tliinkcrs, influenced by Berkeley and Hume, 
ns well as by Kant, limit philosophy to the analysis of states 
Immanent eonseiousness. Their doctrine has been called 
Philosophy philosophy; the school is represented 

by Sehuppe, Rclimke, and Schubert-Soldem. Some 
of the members end in solipsism, but the larger number of them 
advocate an objective idealism, setting up a universal conscious- 
ness as a necessary presupposition of knowledge. 

The theological Ncokantinns place the emphasis on Kant’s 
ethical philosophy: a rational moral faith, ethical-religions ex- 
perience, forms the basis of religion. To this group belong A. 
Ritschl and his followers: W. Hermann, J. Kaftan, II. Schulte, 
K. Kostlin, A. Dorucr, and R. Lipsius. 


65. New Idealism 

^Vith the decline of Hegelianism came the reign of natural 
science and materialism, and the teraporarj’ eclipse of all phi* 
. losophy. No one could hope to reestablish it in a 
an^Nafural respect who did not understand and 

Science appreciate the methods and results of natural 
science as well as those of philosophy. A number 
of thinkers arose in Germany, some from the ranks of natural 
science itself, through whose efforts philosophy has regained a 
place of honor in the hierarchy of the sciences. Most promi- 
nent in this group are Lotze, Pechner, Hartmann, Wundt, and 
Paulsen. All these men have profited by a study of the different 
movements of thought; positivism, materialism, criticism, and 
post-Kantian idealism. They regard as futile any attempt to 
construct a metaphysics by means of the rationalistic methods 
of the old schools and independently of natural science. Though 
rejecting subjective idealism and the a priori and dialectical 
methods, they may all be called descendants of German idealism. 
With Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, they hold that there can 
be no knowledge in science and philosophy without experience; 
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with positivism, that there can be no system of metaphysics 
possessing absolute certainty. 

A thinker well fitted by training and temperament to under- 
take the task of re'^tablishing philosophy was Hermann Lotze, 
who offered a system, combining the monadology 
of Leibniz with the pantheism of Spinoza, which 
sought to reconcile monism and pluralism, mech- 
anism and teleology, realism and idealism, pantheism and theism, 
and which he called teleological idealism. His aim was to do 
justice to the claims of an ethical-religious idealism (Fichte) 
as well as to the sober scientific interpretation of natural 
phenomena. 

Lotze (1817-1S81) stndled medicine and philosophy at Leipag, be- 
came a teacher of ph^'siology and philosophy in that oniveisity (1839), 
and professor of philosophy nt Gottingen (1844), where he remained 
until 1881, when he was called to Berlin. 

Works; Metaphysik, 1841; Allgemeine Pathologie und Therapeutik 
aJs mechanisehe Naturvissenschaften, 1842; Logik, 1843; PhysiologiSf 
1851; Medizinische Pzychologie, 1852; ilftcrocosmus, 3 vols., I^G-1864; 
System der Phxlosophie: Logik, 1874, Jfelaphysik, 1879. 

Microcoamus, transl. by Hamilton and Jones, 1884; Logic, by B. 
Bosanquet, 2 vols., 1834; Ueiaphysics, by B. Bosanquet, 2 vols., 18S4; 
LotePo Ouiiinea (lectores), by liadd. On Lotze, see H. Jones, The 
Philoaophy of Lotre; Hartmann, LoUes PhUosophxe; Falekenberg, 
Lotze} E. Pfleiderer, Lotzea philoaophische Weltanschauung} V. Robins, 
Some Problems of LotzPs Theory of Knovledge} Y. Moore, Ethical 
Aspect of LotzPs iletaphysicsj Licbtenstein, Lotze «nd Wundt; M. 
Wentscber, Lotze. 

Man is not a mere mirror of facts; he cannot find satisfaction 
for his ethical and religious interests in a mechanized universe. 
And yet the physical world, life included, is to be 
explained by physical and chemical laws, on the 
basis of a mechanical atomism. Oi^anic matter ^ 

differs from inoiganic matter, not in the possession of vital 
force, but only in the different arrangement of its parts; and 
this arrangement is a system of physical reactions that deter- 
mines the direction, form, and evolution of every one of the 
parts. The living body is an automaton, — more of a machine 
than any invention of man. This view seems to leave no place 
for man and his purposes and ideals; and yet an examination 
of the presuppositions on which the mechanical theory rests 
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will sLow that this is not the case. The external world, as pre- 
sented to perception, is not a copy of reality, as naive realista 
assumes, hut a reaction of our ovm consciousness to external 
stimuli: a creation of the soul in the soul itself. The spatial- 
temporal sense-world is a phenomenal world, a product of con- 
sciousness. Sensation, perception, and the logical laws by which 
we interpret the given sensations, are functions of the subject. 
What, then, is the essence of the real things outside, of the things- 
in-theraselves 1 This question we can answer only by analogical 
reasoning, and such reasoning will bring us to a metaphysical 
idealism. Things-in-themsclves must have the capacity to act 
and to be acted on, or to suCfer change, and yet remain the 
same in nil change. A being of such nature we know immediately 
only in ourselves: it Is the self-determining principle of unity 
called the soul, This unity of consciousness, the capacity of the 
mind to combine manifold phenomena in the unity of conscious- 
ness, is what compels us to assume the existence of on indivisible, 
supersensible soul, as a being distinct from tlic body. Only in 
the soul do we find unity in variety, persistence in change, and 
development : what has been experienced is not lost, but carried 
over into the present as part and parcel of our mental Hfe. The 
real universe must, therefore, be interpreted in terms of mind, 
in terms of the only reality directly Icnown to us. The atoms 
of which science speaks are immaterial essences, like licibniz’s 
monads, or centers of force, analogous to what we experience in^ 
our own inner life. Space is not a metaphysical reality, but a 
mere sensible appearance of the existence of these dynamic units, 
a constant product of perception. Even the lowest forms of 
matter are not dead, inert masses, but finely organized systems, 
full of life and action. There are various degrees of reality: 
the human mind represents the highest, self-eonscions, stage in 
the scale of mental life, but mental life is equally present in 
less clearly conscious modes of existence, even in gross forms 
of matter. 

Lotze also bases the acceptance of metaphysical idealism on 
practical or ethical grounds. It is an intolerable thonght to 
suppose that a cold material atomic mechanism shonld exist for 
the sole purpose of picturing, in the feeling soul, a beautiful 
illusion of colors and sounds. Such a universe would have neither 
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meaning nor ethical worth. "We can interpret reality only as 
something which we can absolutely approve, as something abso- 
lutely good; hence the phenomenal world cannot be a meaning- 
less illusion, but must be conceived os the manifestation of an 
ethically ordered spiritual world. Lotze^s logic and metaphysics 
arc here rooted in ethics. We cannot think of anything exist- 
ing that ought not to exist; onr forms of thinking (the logical 
la^vs) are rooted in the demand for the good, and reality it- 
self is rooted in what is absolutely good, in the highest good. 

The relation of soul and body is one of interaction. Uow 
it is possible for the body to cause ehanges in the soul, or vice 
verso, cannot be explained, but tbc difficulty is no greater here 
than anjnvhcrc else. All we can mean by any causal action, is 
that on the occasion of a change in one object, a change takes 
place in another; how, we cannot tell. Tlie principle of the 
conservation of cnergj* is no argument against the interaction 
of mind and body; this is made possible by the fact that the 
bo(l>’ is not different from t]ie son! in e.sscnce. The body is, for 
Lotre as for Leibniz, a system of monads or spiritual forces, 
the soul being situated in the brain and coming into relation 
with the body only in the brain. The soul dominates the body, 
so long as the b<Kiy is alive; what b^'comes of It after the disso- 
lution of tbc body is a riddle, but Lotze bolds, as an act of faitb, 
that cverj' being will receive his just due at some time. 

We see how the mechanistic theor>' is transformed in Lotze’s 
thought into a sj*stom of spiritual realities in reciprocal relation 
with one another. Such a pluralistic world cannot 
be thought without a unifying, univcrs.il 6ul«tanee, 
of which all phenomena are the jnoilcs or expressions. Even 
the mechanical world-view, assuming, as it does, the harmonious 
interrelation of the movement of the smallest atom with the 
motions of all tlie other atoms in the world, makes ncccssarj' 
the conception of such an infinite b^ing; indeed, the mechamsin 
of nature U the cxprcjcsion of the absolute will, it is the way in 
which the Alwolute gives iL*!»'lf external finite form. We cannot 
undcrjUind a single case of interaction or e\-ca causal cHlchmey, 
the pcssibilily of the infiuenre of one thing on another, unlc^ 
we regard the manifold pra:css»-s of rniture aa stat«‘3 of one cud 
the tame all-coaprvbcnding substance. Here philosophy 
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develops into an idealistic pantheism, uniting Leibnizian and 
Spinozjstic elements. The human soul is compelled to interpret 
the universal substance in terms of the highest reality that it 
knows, — as a personality ; and we must think this divine person- 
ality as an absolutely good being, as a God of love. 

Gustav Theodor Fechner (1801-1887), professor of physics 
at Leipzig, and one of the founders of psycho-physics, is a repre- 
sentative of the same movement. 

Lehen nach dem Tode, 1830; Das hochste Gut, 1846; iVanna, Oder 
SeeUrileben der Pflamen, 1848; Zend-Avesta, 1851; Uber die Seelen- 
frafje, 1801 ; Elemente der Psychophystk, 1800 ; Vorschule der Aesihetili, 
1870. On Fechner, sec: Lasswitz, Fechnerj Wundt, Fechner/ Pastor, 
Fechner. 

Fechner reasons by analogj' from the existence of mental proc- 
esses in ourselves and their manifestation in our bodies, to the 
, existence of psychic life, in descending degrees of 

^ clearness, in animals, plants, and finally also in 

inorganic matter, the atoms of which are centers of force. The 
entire universe is alive (panpsj/chisnt). There are also higher 
forms of psychic life than man’s; the earth and the other planets 
have souls, and these, together with all psychic existences, 
are comprehended in a highest soul, a world-soul, the soul of 
God. The relation of God to the universe is analogous to that 
of the human soul to the human body; nature is the body of 
God, the objective expression of the world-soul, which is above 
nature, as tlie human soul is above the liuman body. 

Friedrieli Paulsen (184S-1908), in his Introduction to Phi- 
losophy, a book widely read in both Germany and America, offers 
an idealUtie world-view similar to that of Lotze and Fechner. 
(CL Thilly, Paulsen’s Ethical Work, I. J. Ethics, XIX, 2.) 

Wilhelm Wundt (bom 1832), whose writings show the influ- 
ence of the teachings of Spinoza, German idealism, Herbart, 
Fechner, Lotze, and the modem theory of evolu- 
tion, first held a professorslup of physiology at 
Heidelberg (1864-1873). In 1873 he became professor of phi- 
losophy at Zurich, and was called to Leipzig in 1875. He is the 
father of modem experimental p^clmlogy; many of the teach- 
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actus ptirus. Reality must bo conceived as a totality of striviag, 
willing beings, manifesting themselves in material form: it is 
composed of independent beings determined by inner purposes 
(teleology). "We are led by ethical reasons to comprehend these 
individual wills in a universal absolute will, the nature of which 
we cannot further define. The world is the evolution of a mind, 
a'progressive development of interrelated purposive forms. 

Some of the ^sterns of philosophy we have examined are based 
on judgments of value j they interpret reality in terms of a 
highest good: the world must be, at bottom, what 
ostbetie, or logical consciousness de- 
mands as the ideal. For Kant the universe is 
essentially what the moral consciousness implies, — what ought 
to be : the noumcnal world must be a spiritual realm, a Mngdom 
of ends, a free rational community in which each person wills 
the union. Fichte’s world-view is similar to this, and Lotze, 
too, is guided in his thought by the conception of the good: we 
cannot conceive the world otherwise than based on a good prin- 
ciple. The introduction of such conceptions into metaphysics 
is said by many to rob it of its scientific character. Philosophy, 
they hold, is a work of the theoretical intellect} its business is 
to offer an explanation of reality free from the demands of 
man’s moral or msthetic or religious nature. The universe should 
not he conceived in terms of what we desire, in terms of what 
ought to be, but in terms of what is. Against this scientific 
and rationalistic view, it is pointed out by the value-philosophers 
that the desire for truth and rationality, the demand for logical 
consistency and unity, is itself a craving for what ought to be ; 
that here, too, we are moved by an ideal : it offends our love of 
OTdex and harmony, out ideal oi perfection, or our longing for 
beauty to conceive reality as a chaos. Hence, it is argued, the 
logical impulse has not the primacy over the other demands of 
our nature, and no philosophical system can be adequate that, 
fails to do justice to them all. 

"W. Windelband (born 1848; Prahtdien, 3d ed., 1907, Oe- 
schichte und Naiunvissenscliaft, 3d ed., 1904, WdleJisfreifieit, 
2d ed., 1905, Wiltc zur Wahrheit, 1909), who has been influenced 
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by Knnt and Fichte, works out tliis teaching in the spirit of the 
critical philosophy. According to him, philosophy is the science 
of universal \'alues, the study of the principles of absolute value- 
jndgments (logical, ethical, tcsthctic) ; the subject-matter of all 
other sciences being theoretical judgments. There is a funda- 
mental difference between the propositions : This thing is white, 
and, This thing is good. In the one case we predicate a quality 
K’longing to the presented objective content ; in the other, a 
relation pointing to a consciousness that sets up a purpose. The 
validity of logical axioms, moral laws, and icsthetic rules cannot 
l)c provcil; the truth of each rests upon a purpose that must be 
presupposed as the ideal of our thiuking, feeling, or willing. 
That is, if you desire truth, you must recognize the validity of 
the principles of thought; if you arc convinced that there is an 
absolnte standard of right and wrong, you must recognize the 
validity of certain moral norms; if beauty Is to be something 
more than subjective satisfaction, you must recognize a universal 
norm for it. All such axioms are norms whose validity is based 
on tljp presupposition that thought aims to realize the purpose 
to Imj true; the will, the purpose to be good; and feeling, the 
purpose to apprehend beauty, — In such a way as to be uni- 
versally acceptable. Faith in universal purposes is the presup- 
I*osition of the critical method; without it, the critical philosophy 
can mean nothing. 

Ivogical rules are, thcrcfon% nwssary instruments of the will 
for tnith. Tliis, bowc\Tr, Is not to be understood in the prag- 
malie sens** that their utility is their tnilh; tnith is not deriviKi 
from the svUl but from the thimri themselves, und is not an 
arbitrarj* affair. Windelband distinguislits between natural aci- 
rneos and the sciencvs of events ; the fonn'*r deal with the 
ronstant, Ihe alrftract, the universal, with law; tliej* .iru “ nomo- 
thMic;” the latter (history) deal srith the individual, the con- 
crete, the unique, the novel, and arc ** idicgraphic.” 
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methods, and presuppositions of the mental sciences; in them we gain 
a knowledge of reality, valn^, norms, and purposes, by reflecting on 
the expressions of the mind in history and psychology. Metaphj’sics, 
however, as a logical ^tem of reality, values, and purposes is iio- 
possible. The mental sciences are based on a teleological, descriptive- 
analytical psychology, which is general psychology, comparative psy- 
chology, social-historical psychology. 

Rudolf Eueken (bom 1846) offers a system of metaphj'sies 
that seeks to do justice to human values, as well as to the logical 
intellect, and has succeeded in arousing an interest in ethical 
idealism outside of academic circles and in. many lands. 

Geistige Stromungen der Gegentcart, 1909 (transl. by Booth, under the 
title Main Currents of Modern Thought), first appeared 1878, under 
the title Geschichte und Krittk der Grundbegriffe der Gegentcart; Die 
Lebensanschauungen der grossen Denker, 1890, transl. by Hough and 
Boyce Gibson, under the title, Problem of Life; Der Kampf vm etnen 
geistigen Lebensinhalt, 1896; Der Sinn und JVerth de$ Lebens, 1907, 
transl. by Boyce Gibson, under tbe title: Value and Meaning of Ltft; 
Grundlinien einer neuen Lehensansehauung, 1907, transl. by IVIdgeiyi 
under the title: Life's Basis and Life’s Ideal; Einfiihrung in ems 
Philosophic des Geisteslebens, 1908, trajisl. by Pogson, under the titles 
The Life of the Spirit; Ethics and Modern Thought, 1913. On Euckep 
see Boyce Gibson, Euchen’s Philosophy of Life; Booth, Evehen: I/u 
Philosophy and Infutnce; Siebert, Buchen's TTelt- and Lehensaa- 
schauung; A. J. Jones, Bucken: A Philosophy of Life. 

According to Eueken, neither naturalism nor intellectualism 
can fully interpret reality; the former always tacitly presup- 
Eueken poses the mental world which its principles deny, 
while the latter can never make experience square 
with logical thought. The mind with its yearning for the 
infinite, revealing itself in ourselves and in history, points to 
a universal spiritual process, an independent and intelligible 
world beyond, ns the source of all individual mental life, 
experience such a free, self-active spirit in ourselves: it is an 
axiomatic fact or act which we cannot deduce, but only appre- 
hend in its immediacy. In his essence man transcends history; 
he is a historical being only in so far as ho is imperfect and 
strives for perfection. Either the spiritual life is an epiphe- 
nomenon of material nature or it is a sclf-cxistont totality, a 
universal whole, the source of all being. If human life is a mere 
incident in nature, then it is nugatory; all that is noblest 
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and best in it is a mere illusion, and the universe irrational. 
■What religion is struggling for, is not the happiness of 'man, 
but the preservation of a genuine spiritual life on a human 
basis. The sharp contrast between the spiritual endowment in 
man and his real situation inspires him with the deep conviction 
that a higher power is active in him. The yearning for truth 
and love, the longing to live a genuine life instead of drifting 
with the current of mere phenomena, we cannot uproot from 
the human heart.. The ceaseless striving in man, the impulse 
for self-activity, immediacy, and infinity would be inconceivable 
without the operation in him of an infinite power. If there is 
no transcendent world, the spiritual life falls to pieces and 
loses its inner truth. An idealistic pantheism rises ont of the 
desire for a higher world. 

The universal life forms the ground of all being,— of human 
history, o! human consciousness, and of nature itself- The 
universal process evolves from the inorganic to the organic, 
from nature to mind, from mere natural soul-life to spiritual 
life; and in this process of evolution towards independence 
and self-realization the world becomes conscious of itself. Hu- 
man personality is not, however, submerged in this universal 
mind; indeed, the development of individuality is possible only 
within, and as sharing in, the universal life. 


PHILOSOPHY IN FRANCE AND ENGLAND 
66. PosiTmsii AND Its Opponents in Fkancb 


^ France, the Enlightenment, which rested on a naturalUtic 
philosophy, brought in the great revolution with its dwturbing 
social and political changes. After the revolution, 
the sensationalistic and materialistic theories (Con- 
dUlac, the Encyclopedists, Holbach). which had 
been so popular during the last halt ot the eight- 
eenth centuiy, lost their Togne, and new iihilrnoplilca mm I" 
the front. It was not strange that an exem of crUMum /md 
liberalism should have aroused a conservative ri*n''tloii, and i*"'* 
the demand tor free thought should have licin o)i|io«"d by 'J 
school ofthinhers who emphasized the pritK-ipIc of niill""'”*' ' 
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losoplicrs. The political revolution had not brought universal 
happiness, it is true; the ignorance and of the lower 

classes had not been removed by the proclamation of universal 
human rights. It was now held that the goal could be reached 
by social evolution, through the gradual reform of society by 
education and enlightenment. Claude Henri do Saint-Simon 
(1760-1825) conceived the idea of a new science of society which 
would do away with the unequal distribution of propert}', power, 
culture, and happiness. The main thing, according to him, was 
the economic and intolloetual emancipation of the worhers; the 
form of government he regarded as immaterial. A new Chris- 
tianity is needed, he declared, which shall preach not self-denial, 
but love of the world, and emphasize the command of love, which 
for Saint-Simon meant love of the poor and. lowly. The reform 
of society presupposes a knowledge of social laws and, there- 
fore, implies a reform of the sciences as well os of our world- 
view. The present, he holds, is a period of criticism, negation, 
and dissolution, an age of spiritual chaos, a critical and not an 
organic age. The medieval age u*as an age of construction, an 
age of spiritual and social organization, an organic ago, and to 
such a period we must again return. Wc need a new sj'stem 
of thought, and this must be a positive philosoplij^: a ?>’stcm 
based on experience and science. 

Saint-Simon, a sympathetic seer and enthusiast rather than a sys- 
tematic thinker, was not the man to construct the positive philosophy. 
The task was nndertaken by Aogasle Comte, who Lad 
been commissioned by Saint-Siraoo to write for bis Comte 
Cot/chisme des industriels (1823-1824) the part dealing 
with the scientiQc system of edacation; bat the account did not seem 
to the master to do justice to the emotional and religious phase of 
education. Comte was bom, 1793, in Montpellier, the son of an 
orthodox Catholic family. He olleaded the polytechnical school at 
Paris (1814-181C), where he acquired a knowledge of the exact seiences 
and imbibed the principles of Saint-Simonism, which had an enthusi- 
astic following in that institution. After leaving the school, he studied 
biology and history and gave lessons in mathematics in order to frain 
his hvelibootl. He became associated with Saint-Simon for a number 
of years, but the men did not agree, and Comte began to work out 
his own ideas independently of the master, supporting himself, as best 
he could, by means of his pen and by giving private instruction. Al- 
though he made «n’eral attempts to obtain a professorship, be never 
succeeded. lie dievl in 1S57. ^ 

Tlon des tratous gcifntifiqufS ttleessaires pour reorganiser la soeietf, 
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rrailiVe nl ?• : Ss/slene dt la pcat,7, 

Tvoi 'lR?1 IRi? f” (a rtlijion * rw««, 

tansL) ; Callchi,r,e poiitiriate, a, 
r umtersalte, 1853 (transL by Con. 

SoK«S« E. CaM, Social Philosapt!, and 

Caml7 ani Spcactr; Whittaker, 

P*"7oaoph.a d’A C«»i(a; Daherme, Contla el eon nr«m; 
unpny, Le posilii-isme * Comle; Defonmy, ta saeialogie posilinilt. 


As the titles of liis books indicate, Comte’s ideal is, like that 
of Saint-Simon, the reform of society. This end cannot he 


Reform of Poached until we have a knoivledve of the laws 
Socic™ mid aociety, a social science, which, in turn, pre- 
the Sciences ®^PP 0 ses all the other sciences and a philosophical 
pojnt of view. The reform of society, therefore, 
calls for the reform of political and social science and philoso- 
phy , a new philosophy, to the working out of which our author 
evoted his entire life. The Middle Ages had their world-view,— 
a common conception of the universe and of life,— in their th^ 
0 ogy, which, however, represented a primitive stage of thought. 
^ e remarkable development of the natural sciences in modem 
times, especially in Prance, suggested Uie scientific method as 
the one to be followed in the new undertaking. The sole object of 
science is to discover natural laws or the constant relalions 
existing betwera facts, and this can be done only by observa- 
tjon and experience. Knowledge thus acquired is positive knowl- 
e ge, and only such knowledge can be successfully applied, in 
the various fields of human practice, as is verified by positive 
science. "Wherever we have not yet reached such knowledge, 
it IS our business to obtain it by imitating the methods employed 
m the advanced natural sciences. We see, Comte hen* sides 
with the thinkers of the empirical school; he belongs to the 
^lam of philosophers in which Hume and Diderot are important 


Positive knowledge, which is Comte’s ideal, is the result of 
historical evolution. The human mind passes through three 
s^gM (the law of the three stages) or employs three methods 
o p 1 osophizingt the theological, the metaphysical, and the 
positive, each of which has its practical value and its correspond- 
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ing social institutions. On the theological stage, the age of child* 
hood, man regards things anthropomorphieallj, as the expressions 
of supernatural beings, passing from fetichism 
through polytheism to monotheism. This is the age 
of monarchy and absolute authority, and has priests 
as its leaders. On the metaphysical stage, the age of youth, 
abstract powers or entities are substituted for personal beings j 
such powers or essences are supposed to inhere in the different 
things and to be the necessary causes of the phenomena observed 
in tJjc tilings; from the Icnowlcdge of tliese causes, the knowledge 
‘of their cfTccts is said to be deduced. At first, different powers 
arc assumed to explain different groups of phenomena, — such as 
chemical force, vital force, mental force, — hut the tendency is 
to reach a single primary force, as on the preceding stage. The 
mctaph 3 'sieal age is the age of nationalism and popular sover- 
eignty; jurists arc its leading spirits. Both theology and meta- 
physics believe in the possibility of absolute knowledge and of 
explaining the innermost essence of things. On the stage of 
positivism, the attempt to discover the inner essences of things 
is abandoned as futile and replaced by the effort to discover the 
uniform relations existing between phenomena. The question 
asked is not ^VllyT but IIowT Laws of nature arc Bul«titutetl 
for absolute causes; the aim now is to a.scertain invariable rela- 
tions between facts by the method of observation. Galileo, 
Kepler, and Newton have established the positive sciences. \Vc 
cannot know what heat, light, and electricity are in themselves, 
hut we can know the conditions under which they occur, and the 
general phenomena common to such conditions, lltat is, the 
general laws governing them : to explain light is to bring it under 
tlic la^va of motion. Such knowledge is sufficient for practical 
purposes; to see in order to foresee {voir pour prevoir) is the 
motto of the positirist. 

The human mind seeks to reduce cverj'thing to unify, but this 
is a mere subjective bent. “We cannot reduce the many different 
laws of nature to a single all-embracing law; experience reveals 
too many irreducible differences for that. The term positive, 
says Comte, means reoi, useful, certain and indubifoble, exact, 
it means the opposite of negative: positive knowledge is not mere 
negation or criticism. 
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T 'omtnict a positive piim 

P J, wluch shall collect and arrange the general laws jieliW 

ClassiHeation sciences, give us the method eon 

of the them, and show how these sciences an 

Sciences connected with one another,— that is, provide «j 
fh ■ ’ P ® classification of the sciences. Such a sjts- 

esis js 0 valne to edncation as well as a means of overcomini 
tn\h yJ* specialism, Comte arranges the sciences awordii^ 
e 0 er in which they enter npon the positive stage: inathe- 
matiK (arithmetic, geometry, mechanics), astronomy, physic^ 
cne^try biolo^-, and sociology (to which he later adds ethics 
fls e culmination of them all). This classification also ei- 
u 1 a gradual advance from simplicity to complexity: mathe- 
a les, w iieh contains the simplest, most abstract and universal 
propositions, comes first and forms the basis of aU the rest, 
complex of all, presupposes the sciences 
P c ing It The reason for this is that the simpler and more 
^neral U.o lavvs are, He wider wiU be their application. The 
1^0 geometry hold for all phenomena in so far os they are 
regarded as citendod (static view) ; those of mechanics hold lor 
nu phenomena in so far as they are regarded as ia motion 
(t ,mnniio view). Although every science in the ascending series 
presupposes its predecessors, it is not assumed that the phe- 
rioincna with which it deals can he derived from the simpler 
ones, 10 p cnomcna of life, for enamplc, from phenomena of 
motion. That would be materialism, and Comic rejects male- 
cannot cnplain organic phenomena mechanically or 
’ ^ of (he six fields of science, a new clernent 

IS added which is distinct from those of the others. The same 
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trospection being impossible. AU we can do is to study them 
objectively, that is, the organic phenomena with which they are 
connected and the human institutions in which they are ex- 
pressed. Psychology, therefore, belongs, in part, to biology, in 
part to sociology. The fact is, the insertion of psychology into 
the scheme would hare given Comte a great deal of trouble; 
geometry and mechanics would not be applicable to unique proc- 
esses like mental processes, and the classification would break 
down. But if organic processes, though regarded as unique and 
not explainable mechanically, can have their place in the series, 
it is not to be seen why psychology should be excluded. Comte 
did not work out these ideas consistently; his intcre.st in the 
phrenology of Gall and his aversion to all spiritualistic psy- 
chology led him to regard psychic states as functions of the 
brain. 

The last and most complex science in the scale, and the one 
about to enter upon the positive stage, is sociology, which de- 
pends upon the others, especially upon biology (for 
society is made up of organic individuals), and 
comprises economics, ethics, the philosophy of his- 
tory, and a large part of psychology. Comte claimed the credit 
of being the founder of this science, and gave it its name. It 
is impossible to study psychology, ethics, and economies apart 
from the science of society and the philosophy of history; the 
phenomena with which they deal stand in reciprocal relation 
with society, and social evolution. Social statics is a study of 
society as a fact, of the laws of its existence, of the social order; 
social dynanucs, a study of society in its evolution: it is a phi- 
losophy of liistoiy and alms to trace the progress of society, 
SociM life owes its origin, not to self-interort, Imt to the 
social impulse. 3Ian has egoistic impulses, and these, too, are 
indispensable to society. The nobler imnuUes. the sdirr^U^C 
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brute, in the advance of reason and the higher or nobler im- 
pulses. Society passes through three stages of evolution, corre- 
sponding to the stages of intelligence already pointed out. Mili- 
tarism is characterized by order, discipline, force; organization 
is the primary condition of progress. It is followed by the revo- 
lutionary stage, the stage of political rights, a transition period 
of negation. The positive stage, the definitive stage of hu- 
manity,” is the stage of industrialism, in which the emphasis 
is placed on the social problem instead of the political problem 
and individual rights. It is the era of experts whose function 
it will be to guide scientific research, to superintend public in- 
struction, to inform public opinion, on the one hand; and to 
regulate social production on the other. Comte is opposed to 
popular representation on the ground that it would make the 
experts dependent on the ignorant. Public opinion is the anti- 
dote to misgovernment. ' He believes that the social problem 
is, after all, a moral problem, that the positive State will be 
brought about by a change in ideas and customs. 

As we pointed out in the beginning, Comte’s leading thought 
is the reform of society, and this necessarily rests on an ethical 
ideal. He interprets history in the light of his ideal: progress 
means the realization of the ideal of humanity, it means the 
perfection of man in society. History is moving toward the 
ideal ; intellectual, social, and ethical evolution is making straight 
for positivism: the definitive stage of humanity. It is not diffi- 
cult to see that positivism ends in dogmatism ; it becomes a sys- 
tem of metaphysics. 

During his later period, Comte laid greater stress on the 
emotional and practical phases of life and brought the ethical 
ideal into bolder relief. Formerly, intelligence had 
^e^Relf^oii emphasized ns the great factor in the reform 

o/Humaidty society ; now reason and science are brought into 
the right relation with feeling and practice. The 
objective method is replaced by the subjective method, sub- 
jective in the sense that it connects knowledge with the satisfac- 
tion of subjective needs and with the desire for unity and 
simplicity in our world-view. Ethics is added to the sciences 
as the seventh and highest science, as the goal of which all the 
others are parts. The great human problem is to subordinate. 
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so far as possible, the personality to sociability ; everj'thing must 
be related to humanity, love is the central impulse, to live for 
others the absolute demand. Humanity is the Great Being 
•worthy of worship. 

Positivism did not put an end to the spiritualistic eclecticism 
of Cousin. A reaction, however, arose within this school itself, 
and a number of independent thinkers (Bordas- 
Demoulin, Ravaisson, Secretan, Vacherot) attacked 
eclecticism, some from the standpoint of science, pos^i^isn° ° 
others from the standpoint of German idealism. 

"We also find a Platonic-ChrisHon movement 'W'ithin the Catholic 
clcrgj* of France (Lamennais, 1782*1654), and a revival of tho 
Thomlstic si*stem, especially at the University of Louvain, Bel- 
gium, which continues to be a seat of serious philosophical study 
to this day. Positivism, however, which had a large following 
(Littr6, Tainc, Renan), was not favorable to metaphysical studies, 
but encouraged specialism In psychology (Tb. Ribot) and sociol- 
ogy (G. Tardo, E. Durklieim). The thcorj' of evolution likewise 
helped to weaken the innuenec of .spiritualism. 

Under the leadership of C. Renouvicr (ISlSdOOS), editor 
of Critique philosophiquc, a school has arisen which bases itself 
on Kant’s criticism and opposes both positivism and the tradi- 
tional spiritualism. Renouvier calls his sj'stcm Neocriticism, 
which, however, develops into an idealistic metaphysics, — similar 
to the monadology of Leibniz, — of which pluralism and person- 
alism arc the characteristic features. There is no noumcnal 
world, no thing-in-itself; things, so for os tlicj* arc presented, 
are phenomena, and nothing exists for us but ideas. Tiie notion 
of on actual infinitude is a logical contradiction, ns well as ft 
contradiction of experience. The universe is a finite sum of 
finite beings. Hence, there can be no infinite transitions in phe- 
nomena; whence folIow.s the nccc^ity of the notion of discon- 
tinuity. The idea of discontinuity implies the possibility of 
uncaused beginnings and free will. Knowledge, therefore, is 
relative, and is limited to the discover?' of the relations existing 
between things. 

Some of Rcnouvicr’s ideas wore anticipated by Antoine 
Cournot (1S07-1S77), who Cods chance and contingency in na- 
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ture and in history. The laws of nature are only approximately 
true. Chance consists in the combination or concurrence of 
events 'which belong to independent series of occurrence. 

Among those who have been influenced by Renouvier are F, 
Pillon, E. Boutroux, H. Bergson, and William James. 

Works of Cournot: La theorie de$ chances et des probaiiUtes, 1843; 
Essai 8ur les fondements de nos connaissances, 1851 ; Traite de Venchaint- 
ment des idees fondamentales dans les sciences et dans Vhistoire, 1861. 
Works of Renourier: Essais de antique generdle, 4 vols., 1854-1864, 
2d ed., 1875-1896; La nouvelle monadologte {with L. Prat), 1899; 
Le personnalisme, 1902; Derniers entretiens, 1905. Valuable critical 
articles by Pillon in Annee phtlosophtque, of which he is the editor. 
Works of Boutrous : De la contingence des lois de la nature, 1874, 4lh 
ed., 1902; &tudes d’histoire de la phdosophie, 2d ed., 1901, transl. by 
Bothwell; Science et religion, 1903, traasl. by Nield; Questions de 
morale et de pedagogic, 1890, transl. by Rothwell. For James and 
Bergson, see sections 72 and 73. 

On the philosophy of .the second half of the nineteenth century sees 
L4vy-Bruhl, op. cit.; Boutronx, La philosophie en France depuis 1S67; 
Ueberweg-Heinze, op. cit., §| 40-46. Bibliography of the movement 
in Ueberweg-Heinze. Cf. also Hoffding, Aloderne Philosophen (^enen 
transl.: Philcsophes contemporains) ; monographs on Renourier by 
Slailles, Janssens, Ascher; Feige), Der framosische NeoMtUismus. 
For Cournot see Revue de mitaphgsi^ue et de morale, Hay, 1905; 
Bottin%lli, A. Cournot. 

A. Fouillee (1838-1912) attempts to reconcile idealism and 
materialism in his voluntaristic and .evolutionistic philosophy of 
idees-forces. Materialism is one-sided 'when it emphasizes mo- 
tion to the exclusion of other factors ; idealism is one-sided when 
it emphasizes thought. Mind and matter, consciousness and 
life, operate in nature as a single principle. Mind and matter 
are two abstractions of one unique and total reality, two ways 
of conceiving one and the same thing. All psychic phenomena 
are expressions of an impulse or appedfion. Psychic existence 
fs the only reality which is directly given to us, hence we bst'^ 
the right to interpret the world in analogy with active mind or 
idees-forces. 

Fouillee’s views are presented in: La Kberfc et le deiermxnisme, W72; 
L'evolutionisme des idees-forces (main work), 1890; La psychologic des 
idees-foTces, 1893; La morale des idees-forces, 1903; La pensie, 1912; 
Esquisse d’une interpretation du monde, 1913. See A. Guyau, La 
philosophie et lo sociologie d'A. Fouillee, and works under Renouvier. 

Jean Quyau (1854-1888), the brilliant pupil of FouiUw, emphasizes 
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the tendency iu the universal life-impube toward unification, -which 
expresses itself in human altruism no less than in the forces of nature. 
The evolutioa of the principle of solidarity and sociality is the coramoij 
characteristic of morality, religion, and art. Among Guyau’s works 
arc: EsquUsc d'une morale sans ohlif/afien ni sanction, 5th ed., 
1903; L’lrrcli^ioo de Vacenir, 1SS7, 7th cd., 1904; iducaiion et 
Mredite, 1889, 5th cd., 1900; Les prohlemes de Vesth^tiqiie contem- 
porainc, 1884, Gth cd., 1901. Fouillee, La morale, Vart et la religion 
d'aprls Guyau, 18S9. The first three books have been translated. 


67. ScOTTISU ItVTIONALlSTlC PlIILOSOrnY 

Although English philosophy had shown n decided leaning 
toward nominalism and empiricism, and indifference to meta* 
phi'sics, since the days of William of Occam, the 
opposing schools never entirely disappeared. Wc 
have already' mentioned the Cambridge Platonists 
of the seventeenth century and the rcactio'n against Hume repre- 
sented by Thomas Reid and his school in the eighteenth and the 
beginning of the nineteenth century, when the common-sense 
philosophy dominated the Scotch universities. The value of tJio 
latter movement consisted not so much in its positive teachings 
ns in its criticisms of empiricism and the impetas it gave, in 
England, to a more thoroughgoing examination of the popular 
doctrine. The Scottish philosophy later came under the influ- 
ence of the critical philosophy of Kant in the persons of William 
WJicwell (1795-18G6) and Sir William Hamilton (1768-1836). 
Whcwcll, who is the autlior of History of the Inductive Sci- 
ences, Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences, and Elements of 
Sloral Philosophy, finds in induction an element that is ignored 
by empiricism: the mind itself contributes to the knowledge of 
phenomena a number of ideas and principles by virtue of 
which the content of experience is organized and unified. 
Through them we interpret nature and translate its data into 
our own language, long before wc become conscious of them. 
They arc unconscious inferences and'are necessarj- in the sense 
that their opposites arc inconceivable. 

Such fundamental idc.'w and principles act in simple appre- 
hension; indeed, wc cannot conceive of any activity of mind in 
which they are not at work. They arc acquired and developed 
through experience, though not derived from experience: they 
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do not exist in the mind ready-made, but arise when the mind 
is set in motion j they seem to be ways the mind has of acting on 
its material. Among such principles Whewell mentions: space, 
time, cause, and purpose, as well as the moral axiom that we 
ought to do what is right. Like the common-sense philosophy, 
YThewell calls attention to certain principles of knowledge, but 
fails to subject these notions to careful analysis, and to bring 
unity into them. His works on the inductive sciences are works 
of merit ; wthout them, John Stuart Mill tells us, he could not 
have accomplished his own task in this field. 

Sir William Hamilton advances beyond the common-sense 
school, in the direction of Kantian criticism. He is a pro- 
Hamilton founder thinker than Whewell, a keen logician and 
dialectician, and possesses a wider knowledge of 
the history of philosophy than any of his predecessors. Among 
his works are: Discussions on Philosophy and LiteraturCf 1852, 
ff., and Lectures on Metaphysics and Logic, 1859. He was 
chiefly interested in moral and religious problems, and found 
in the critical philosophy a basis for his theology. 

Hamilton holds that there are necessary or a priori truths,— 
simple self-evident truths which carry absolute conviction in 
themselves, — ^xmiversaUty and necessity being tho final tests of 
such truths. All men, for example, are convinced that two lines 
cannot ever inclose a space; indeed, they cannot possibly even 
imagine two lines inclosing space. In the ease, however, of some 
necessary' truths so-called, — the law of causality, the law’ of sub- 
stance, and the la^vs of identity, contradiction, and excluded 
middle, — it is unthinkable that the deliverance of consciousness 
should not be true ; while in the case of some contingent truths,— 
the existence of an external world, — this is not unthinkable, 
and yet we cannot practically believe in the falsity of it. The 
ineonceivableness of the contradictory opposite of a proposition 
is no test of its truth, for the proposition itself may bo equally 
inconceivable. Thus, free action and completely determined ac- 
tion are both inconceivable. A proposition must be positively 
necessary, it is so, when it is conceivable and its contradictory 
opposite is inconceivable. “ All positive thought lies between 
two extremes, neither of which we can conceive as possible, yet 
os mutual contradictories the one or the other wc must recog- 
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nizc as neecssarj’." This is Hamilton’s law of the conditioned, 
lie applies this law to the principle of causality. "We cannot 
conceive of an absolute commencement of existence nor of an 
absolute termination. “ We necessarily deny in thought that 
the object which apparently begins to be, really so begins ; and 
we necessarily identify its present with its past existence.” 
” We arc compelled to believe that the object (that is, the cer- 
tain quale and quantum of whose phenomenal rise into exist- 
ence we have witnessed) did really exist prior to this rise under 
other forms. But to say that a thing previously existed under 
other forms is only to sa}*, in other words, that a thing had 
causes.” We are, however, also nnablc to conceive of an infinite 
non-commencement or of an infinite non-termination. Hence, we 
cannot regard the law of causality as possessing absolute cer- 
tainty; it rests on mere negative inconceivability, and that, as 
wc have seen, is not a test of truth. If the law were positively 
necessary, free will would be impossible, but since it is not a 
positive law, free will is possible. Whether the will is free or 
not, therefore, is to be decided by the evidence; and for (he 
fact of liberty we have immediately or mediately the evidence 
of consciousness. 

We can know only the conditionally limited; existence is not 
cognizable absolutely and in itself, but only in special modes, 
related to our faculties. If this is so, wc cannot know the ulti- 
mate being, or God, for the ultimate is unconditioned. The 
Unconditioned is either absolute (that is, completed, perfected) 
or infinite, but it cannot be both, for Absolute and Infinite are 
contradictory opposites. Since, however, God must be either 
one or the other, and since we cannot decide which of them to 
apply to him, a rational theology is impossible. God cannot be 
known a priori. Not one of the advocates of speculative the- 
ology has ever been able to prove that God is either absolute 
or infinite, though many have defined him as both, which is 
contradictory. Hamilton did not hold that the notion of an 
Unconditioned is self-contradictoiy, nor that the notion of the 
Absolute or of the Infinite is so. It is possible to believe in God, 
it is possible to believe he is either absolute or infinite, it is not 
possible to believe he is both : but in no case can we prove o priori 
that he is either. 
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nize as' necessary.” This is Hamilton’s law of the conditioned. 
He applies this law to the principle of causality. "We cannot 
conceive of an absolute commencement of existence nor of an 
absolute termination. “ "We necessarily deny in thought that 
the object which apparently begins to be, really so begins ; and 
We necessarily identify its present with its past existence.” 
” We are compelled to believe that the object (that is, the cer- 
tain quale and quantum of whose phenomenal rise into exist- 
ence we have witnessed) did really exist prior to this rise under 
other forms. But to say that a thing previously existed under 
other forms is only to say, in other words, that a thing had 
causes.” We are, however, also unable to conceive of an infinite 
non-commencement or of an infinite non-termination. Hence, we 
cannot regard the law of causality as possessing absolute cer- 
tainty; it rests on mere negative inconceivability, and that, as 
we have seen, is not a test of truth. If the law were positively 
necessary, free will would be impossible, but since it is not a 
positive law, free will is possible. Whether the will is free or 
not, therefore, is to be decided by the evidence; and for the 
fact of liberty wc have immediately or mediately the evidence 
of consciousness. 

We can know only the conditionally limited; existence is not 
cognizable absolutely and in itself, but only in special modes, 
related to our faculties. If this is so, we cannot know the ulti- 
mate being, or God, for the ultimate is unconditioned. The 
Unconditioned is either absolute (that is, completed, perfected) 
or infinite, but it cannot be both, for Absolute and Infinite are 
contradictory opposites. Since, however, God must be either 
one or the other, and since we cannot decide which of them to 
apply to him, a rational theology is impossible. God cannot be 
known a priori. Not one of the advocates of speculative the- 
ology has ever been able to prove that God is either absolute 
or infinite, though many have defined him as both, which is 
contradictory. Hamilton did not hold that the notion of an 
Unconditioned is self-contradictory, nor that the notion of the 
Absolute or of the Infinite is so. It is possible to believe in God, 
it is possible to believe he is either absolute or infinite, it is not 
possible to believe he is botli : but in no case can we prove a priori 
that he is either. 
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Another application of the law of the Unconditioned is the 
principle of substance and phenomenon. All our knowledge of 
mind and of matter is relative, conditioned; we are conscious 
only of existence as conditioned. I am compelled by a necessity 
of my nature to think of the phenomenon as the known phe- 
nomenon of an unlcnown substance. I cannot think this relative 
as ahsolutchj relative, — this phenomenon as a phenomenon and 
nothing more. I can suppose it to be the phenomenon of some- 
thing that does not appear; I conceive it as the accident of a 
subject or a substance. 

Hamilton betrays the influence of the Scottish common-sense 
school in his doctrine of natural realism: we have a direct con- 
sciousness of the world as really existing. We believe that it 
exists becanse we know it, wc feel it, we perceive it, as existing. 
But we do not perceive the material or mental substance directly. 
We perceive directly the phenomena, a certain series, or aggre- 
gate, or complement, of appearances, or phenomena manifested 
in coexistence. We must think these phenomena or qualities 
as phenomena of sometliing, of something that is extended, solid, 
figured, and so on. This something is cognizable or conceivable 
only in its qualities, only in its effects, in its relative or phe- 
nomenal existence. A law of thought compels us to think some- 
thing absolute and unknown as the basis or condition of the rela- 
tive and known. What applies to matter applies to mind. Mind 
and matter, as known or knowable, are only two different series 
of phenomena or qualities: as unknown and unknowable they 
are two substances in which these different qualities arc supposed 
to inhere. We, therefore, directly perceive qualities, attributes, 
phenomena, and not substances. 

Veitch, Hamilton; Koncl^ Hamilton; Mill, Examination of Sif 
William Hamilton’s Philosophy; also, for Hamilton and his school, see 
works on the Scottish philosophy by McCosh and Pringle-Pattison, and 
on English philosophy by Forsyth and J. Seth (pp. 254, f.) ; Hoffitog* 
Englische Philosophie, German transl. by Kurella; Ueherweg-Heinze, 
op. cit,, § 57. Bibliography in Ueberweg-Heinze. 

. . 68. Empiricism op John Stuart Mill 

Hume had drawn what seemed to him the ultimate conse- 
quences of the presuppositions of empiricism. If our knowledge 
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5s limited to impressions and tlieir faint copies or ideas, and the 
self is a mere bundle of sensations, we have no universal and 
necessary knowledge: the notion of cause is reduced 
to the idea of temporal succession; and the con- Empmc^m 
sciousness of necessity accompanying it, to habit or 
belief ; it is illusory to assume either a spiritual sub- 
stance or a material substance os the cause of our sensations. 
Hume’s reflections, ending as they did in partial skepticism, 
agnosticism, and phenomenalism, caused a violent reaction and 
led to the development of the common-sense philosophy of the 
Scottish school, as we have seen. Owing to tlie progress of the 
natural sciences, however, and the rise of positivism in France, 
the empirical conception again came to occupy the leading place 
in British, thought during the middle of the nineteenth century. 
It based itself on the doctrines of Hume and Hartley and reached 
its highest form in the Logic of John Stuart Mill. Though this 
thinker did not escape the influence of Auguste Comte, whom 
he greatly admired, he had as bis intellectual ancestors the lead- 
ers of the traditional English school, among them his own father, 
James Mill (1773-1836), and Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832), and 
had taken sides before the appearance of Comte’s writings. 
There -is, indeed, much in common between French positivism 
and latter-day English empiricism, enough to have induced some 
historians to regard the latter as an offshoot of the Comtian 
movement. The same attitude of mind characterizes both views: 
they both emphasize the value of facts and of scientific method, 
and are both, in principle, opposed to metaphysics; both aim 
at social reform and make the happiness and development of 
Iramanity the ethical ideal. The positivists, however, turn their 
attention to the methods and results of the special sciences and 
seek a classification and systematization of human knowledge, 
while the Englishman, following the traditions of his school, 
makes psychology and logic, which the Frenchmen neglect, his 
starting-point and finds in these the solution of his problems. 

John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) was the son of James Mill, a secretary 
in the East India Company and a writer on economic, political, socio- 
logical, and philosophical subjects. The elder Mill began the intellectual 
training of bis son during the latter’s infancy, and gave it his careful 
personal attention. He introduced him to the study of the philosophy 
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of'-tbe eigliteenth century; and Hartley’s psychology and Bentham’s 
ethics made a great impression on the hoy. Hartley’s doctrine of the 
association of ideas became, — ^as it had been to his father, — the guiding 
principle of Mill’s psychology and kindred studies, while Bentham’s 
principle of utility, as he himself says, gave unity to his conception of 
things and a definite shape to his aspirations. In 1823, after a few 
years spent in travel and in the study of law. Mill entered the service 
of the East India Company, witli which he remained until its abolition 
by Parliament in 1858. In 1865 he was elected to Parliament as a 
Liberal and served for three years, but his greatest influence on the 
political life of his country was exercised through bis writings. 

Logic, 1843; Principles of Pohttedl Economy, 1848; JAberty, 1859; 
Thoughts on Parliamentary Reform, 1859; Representative Government, 
I860; The Subjection of Women, 1861; Utilttananism, 1861; Auguste 
Comte and Positivism, 1865; Ejramtnalwn of Sir William Hamilton’s 
Philosophy, 1865; edition of James Mill’s Analysis of the Human 
Mind, 1869; Dusertatioas and Discussions, 1859-1874. His Autobiog- 
raphy and Essays on Religion: Nature, The VUlily of Religion, and 
Theism were published after his death. Correspondence of Mill and 
Comte, ed. by L4vy-Brubl; correspondence with d’Bicbtbal; Letters, 
ed. by Elliot, 2 vols. New ed. of works in New Universal Library, 

Monographs on Mill by Douglas, Bain, Fox Bourne, Sanger, Lauret; 
Douglas, Ethics of J. S. Alill; Hoffding, Englische Philosophen; 
MeCunn, Six Radical Thinkers; Ribot, Contemporary English Psychol- 
ogy, trnnsl. by Baldwin; Guyau, La morale anglaise contetnporatne. 
See also works under Comte, p. 606, and English philosophy, pp. 254, f. 

The ideal of social and political reform gave direction to Mill s 
intellectual labors. He shared the eighteenth century’s enthusi- 
asm for progress and enlightenment and with it 
Science and believed in the supreme efficacy of education, hold- 
Beform that there is no natural impulse which it cannot 

transform or destroy, and that human character will 
change with men's ideas. In order to bring about reforms, 
knowledge is necessary, knowledge of the right ends and knowl- 
edge of the means of realising them. But in order to reach 
knowledge, eocceet methods must be employed, and to the study 
of these Mill addressed himself in his Logic. The wonderful 
progress of the natural sciences suggested an examination of 
scientific methods and their application in the mental or moral 
sciences: in psychologj', ethics, economics, politics, and history. 
The investigation of methods of knowledge, however, could not 
he carried on successfully without a consideration of the gen- 
eral principles of the theory of knowledge, and such a study 
wc have in the Logic, which has been colled the most tlioroogh- 
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going exposition of the epistemology of empiricism ever 
written. 

Hume had taught that we cannot reach universal and nec- 
essary knowledge : we do not experience any necessary connec- 
tion among things; the necessity of judgments, on 
which intaitionists lay so much stress, is merely ° 
the result of habit. All we know is our ideas, which follow one 
another in a certain temporal order, according to the laws of 
association by similarity, contiguity, and causality. Hartley 
worked out this theory of association, reducing Hume’s three 
laws to the single law of contiguity: ideas call up ideas with 
which they have been associated in consciousness before; and 
sought to explain all mental processes as cases of this law. On 
the basis of this theory, knowledge is nothing but a firm and 
coherent association of ideas, and the so-called necessity of 
thought nothing but an expression of the firmness of these asso- 
ciations, To know, therefore, means to study the sequence of 
our ideas, to eliminate the accidental, transitory' associations, 
and to discover the permanent, enduring, invariably recurring 
ones, the correct and valid sequences: this is accomplished by 
the methods of induction, which Mill describes as they are em- 
ployed by modem experimental research. Hence, all inference 
and proof, and all discovery of truths not self-evident, consist 
of inductions and the interpretation of inductions: all our 
knowledge that is not intuitive comes exclusively from this 
source. 

Slill’s entire logical theory is based on the laws of association. 
The child infers that the fire will bum because fire and the bum 
came together before; the inference, in this case, 

is from one particular to another, and not from 

■* Xnierence 

the universal to the partienJar, or from the par- 
ticular to the universal. Here we have the elementary form of 
all inference. It makes no difference whether I infer from the 
fact that Peter died the death of Paul or the death of all men ; 
in the latter case I am simply extending the inference to an 
indefinite number of particular cases instead of only one. I 
have passed from the known to the unknown in either case, and 
the same process of inference is involved. The conclusion in an 
induction embraces more than is contained in the premises. 
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The syllogistic process (All men are mortal, Paul is a man, 
hence he is mortal), therefore, is not a process of inference, 
hccause it is not a progress from the known to the unknown. 
In ever}’ sj’llogisni, considered as an argument to prove the con- 
clusion, there is a begging of the question : the proposition, Paul 
is mortal, is already presupposed in the general assumption, All 
men are mortal. The major premise of a syllogism does not 
prove the conclusion. The inference is finished when we have 
asserted that all men are mortal j the major premise is proved 
by the particular instances t it is a concise or compressed form 
of expression of the results of many obseramtions and inferences, 
and of instruciions for making innumerable inferences tn un- 
foreseen cases. It practically tells us what has already been 
found, registers what has been inferred, what events, or facts, 
have gone together and were, therefore, inferred to belong 
together, and gives directions for future inductive inferences. 

The question at once arises, "Wliat warrant have we for mak* 
ing such inferences f The assumption involved in every case 
of induction is that what happens once, will, un* 
Ind!^ion°^ dor a sufijclent degree of similarity, happen again, 
and not only again, but as often as the same cir- 
cumstances recur. And what warrant have we for this assump- 
tion itself? The warrant of experience: it is a universal fact 
that the universe, so far as known to us, is so constituted that 
whatever is true in any one case is true in all cases of a certain 
description. This principle that the course of nature is uni- 
form, is the fundamental principle or axiom of induction. It 
is, however, itself an instance of induction, one of the latest 
inductions to attain strict philosophical accuracy. If this is so, 
how can it be regarded as our warrant for all the others ? Is not 
Mill here reasoning in a circle, proving the particular inductions 
by the law of the uniformity of nature and then proving this 
law by these inductions! No, says Mill, the principle of the 
uniformity of the course of nature stands in the same relation 
to all inductions, as the major premise of a syllogism always 
stands to the conelnsion ; it does not contribute to prove it, but 
is a necessary condition of its being proved (that is, the con- 
clusion is not proved unless the law is true). The real proof 
that what is true of John,’ Peter, and others is true of all man- 
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in the sense that it is coextensive with the entire field of suc- 
cessive phenomena, all instances whatever of succession being 
examples of it. The truth that every fact which has a begin- 
ning has a cause, is coextensive with human experience. 

The notion of cause is the root of the whole theory of induc- 
tion, and it is, therefore, necessaiy to reach a clear and precise 
idea of it. The only notion of a cause which the theory of 
induction requires, is such a notion as can be gained from experi- 
ence. The law of causation is but the familiar truth that invaria- 
bility of succession is found by observation to obtain between 
every fact in nature and some other fact which has preceded it. 
To certain facts, certain facts always do, and, as we believe, 
will continue to succeed. "We do not mean by the cause a mys- 
terious and most powerful tie between things or some essence 
that actually produces something else. The invariable ante- 
cedent is termed the cause; the invariable consequent, the effect. 
The cause, philosophically speaking, is the sura-total of the con- 
ditions, positive and negative, taken together. 

The objection might be urged against this definition of cause 
that it leaves out of account an important element, the idea of 
necessity or necessary connection. If the invariable antecedent 
is the cause, then night must be the cause of day, and day the 
cause’ of night. To obviate the objection. Mill adds that cau- 
sality implies not only that the antecedent always has been fol- 
lowed by the consequent, but that, as long as the present consti- 
tution of things endures, it always ivill be so. All that can be 
meant by the term necessity is unconditionalness. That which 
is necessary, that which wwrf be, means that which will be. 
Hence, the cause of a phenomenon is the antecedent, or the con- 
currence of antecedents, on which it is invariably and unco7idi- 
tionally consequent. The question, How do we know that a 
sequence is unconditional ? is answered : By experience. In some 
cases we are not sure that a hitherto invariable antecedent w 
the invariable antecedent. Bat there are certain primeval or 
permanent causes of which, or some combination of which, all 
phenomena are the effects, and these would be unconditional. 
One knowing all the agents which exist at the present moment, 
their collocation in space, and all their properties, — in other 
words, the laws of their agency, — could predict the whole sub- 
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In point of certainty, it stands at the head of all obser^'ed uni- 
formities, and it adds to these as much proof as it receives from 
them. The criticism that it is a paradox to base ioduction on 
the law of causation, and then to explain this itself as a case 
of induction, is answered by Mill in the same manner in which 
he answers a similar objection against the uniformity of nature, 
Wheh we have ascertained that the particular conclusion is liable 
to no doubt except the doubt whether every event has a cause, 
we have done all that can be done for it.* 

In matters of evidence, we neither require nor can attain 
the absolute. 'Whatever has been found true in innumerable in- 
stances, and never found to be false, after due e-xamination, in 
any, we are safe in acting on as universal provisionally, until 
an undoubted exception appears; provided that the nature of 
the case is such that an exception could scarcely have escaped 
notice. But we cannot affirm confidently that this general law 
prevails beyond the possible range of our experience, in distant 
parts of the stellar region. It must be received not as a law of 
the universe, but of that portion of it only which is within 
the range of our 'means of sure observation, with a reasonable 
degree of extension to adjacent cases. 

The law of the uniform course of nature and the law of uni- 
versal causation ore both the results of experience. They are 
not necessary or a priori truths; indeed, there arc 
Truto^* °° truths. Even the principles of logic nnd 
the' generalizations of mathematics are generaliza- 
tions from experience. The proposition that t\YO straight lines 
cannot inclose a space is an induction from all the e-xperiences 
we have ever made. Besides, mathematical propositions arc only 
approximately true; we cannot conceive n line without breadth? 
the radii of a perfect circle would be equal, but such circles do 
not exist. There arc no real points, lines, circles which conform 
to the definitions of geometrj'; they are idealized copies of the 
points, lines, etc., which we experience, — abstractions, mere Cc- 

•Mill hns, howcwr, forgotten hU a.wumption of raus-ntlon an «««"' 
Jth'onaf sequence, and tlial there are certain prlmn-al and pcrmsneni 
causes in nature, which detenninc the whole scries of events In tM 
hfatory of the universe. On this view, the particular conclusion could I* 
liahio to no doubt whatever, for it easumca that off phenomena arc the 
effecta of these primeral and permanent causes of nature. 
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tions. Mathematical propositions, therefore, have only hypo- 
thetical validity. The argument that propositions, the opposite 
of which is inconceivable, cannot be derived from experience, 
is also unavailing. The inconceivableness of a thing proves noth- 
ing against the . experimental origin of our conviction with re- 
spect to it. The results of the so-called deductive sciences are 
necessary in the sense of necessarily following from first prin- 
ciples called axioms and definitions;. that is, of being certainly 
true if these axioms and definitions are true. These latter are 
experimental truths which rest on superabundant and obvious 
evidence, while the axioms are but the most universal class of 
inductions from experience, the simplest and easiest cases of 
generalization furnished to us by our senses and by our internal 
consciousness. The demonstrative sciences are all without ex- 
ception inductive sciences, their evidence is that of experience, 
hut they are also hj*pothetieal sciences because their conclusions 
are only true on certain suppositions, which are, or ought to 
be, approximations to truth, but arc seldom if ever exactly true. 

"With critical idealism, JUU holds that we can know phenomena 
only and not things-in-tbemselvcs. On the inmost nature of the 
thinking principle, as well as on the inmost nature 
of matter, we are and, with our faculties, must 
always remain in the dark. As bodies manifest ® 

themselves to me only through the sensations of 
which I regard them as the causes, so the thinking principle, 
or mind, in my own nature makes itself known to me only by 
the feelings of which it is conscious. But if all we know is 
sensations, the effects of an unknown external cause, how do we 
come to believe in things independent of usf Mill gives a psy- 
chological explanation of our belief, based on memory, expecta- 
tion, and the laws of association. I see a piece of white paper 
on the table, I shut my eyes or go into another room; I no longer 
see the paper, but 1 remember it and expect or believe I shall 
see it again, under the same circumstances, if the same condi- 
tions exist. I form the notion of something permanent, per- 
during; the so-called external thing is simply the possibility that 
certain sensations will recur in the same order in which they 
have occurred. My past sensations are permanent possibilities 
of sensation; — there is always the possibility of their return- 
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ing, — the external world is a permanent possibility of sensation. 
We come to believe that the permanent possibilities are the tree 
realities, and the passing sensations merely the accidents or rep- 
resentations of the possibilities. The belief, then, in external 
objects is the belief that sensations may recur. This belief is 
not an original belief, not an innate notion, but the result of 
our experience, an acquired belief, the result of the association 
of ideas. Mill is not here trying to prove that objects an 
external to us; he is simply trying to account for the fact that, 
although we experience nothing but a succession of ideas, we 
are yet able to form the picture of a persisting world of objects 
outside of consciousness. 

We find also, however, the thing-in-itself in Mill's philosophy, 
the notion of an unknown something or external cause, to which 
we refer our sensations. In spile of his idealism, Mill cannot 
let go of the transcendent substance, or cause of sensations. The 
world of knowledge is a phenomenal world, but there is, besides, 
a noumenal world, an unknown and unknowable world of things- 
in-themselvcs. We have a problem here which Mill does not 
consider: the problem of the possibility of such a world and of 
our notion of it, on hii own premises. He speaks of the thing- 
in-itself as substance and cause, without even inquiring into the 
possibility of such a view on his definition of substance and cause. 
If by substance we mean a coraplexns of sensations, and by cause 
the invariable phenomenal antecedent, how can we speak of 
something outside of the sensation-series as substance and 
cause? 

Mill’s conception of mind, or the ego, is somewhat vacillating. 
With Hume and James Mill, he calls mind a series of feelings. 
He tries to explain our belief in the constancy or permanency 
of the self as he explained our belief in an external world: it 
is the belief in a permanent possibility of feelings, and this 
belief accompanies our actual feelings. But he sees difficulties 
in the associationistic conception of mind as a mere succession 
of feelings and is frank enough to confess them. “ If, therefore, 
we speak of mind as a series of feelings," he says, “ we arc 
obliged to complete the statement by calling it a scries of feel- 
ings which is aware of itself as past and future; and we are 
reduced to the alternative of believing that the mind, or ego. 
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is something different from any series of feelings, or possibili- 
ties of them, or of accepting the paradox that something which 
ex hypoihcsi is but a series of feelings, can be aware of itself 
as a series. ... I think by far the wisest thing we can do is 
to accept the inexplicable fact, without any theorj' of how it takes 
place; and when we are obliged to speak of it in terms which 
assume a theory, to use them with a reservation as to their 
meaning.” • 

As was pointed out before. Mill was deeply interested in the 
reform of society and the happine^ of man. He believed that 
the progress of knowledge in the social and po- 
litical fields would be attended by results equal 
to those of the natural sciences. But in order gcjences 
to attain such knowledge, he held it to be necessary 
to apply the methods which had been so successfully employed 
in physics, anatomy, and physiology. What is needed, he 
insists, is a reform of the mental and moral sciences. 

The scientific treatment of human nature, however, presup- 
poses that there is order, imiformity, law, invariable sequence 
in the mental realm; and the question at once arises: Can 
there be science here; are human actions subject to law? The 
objection is raised that man is not subject to law, not 
determined, but free. Mill finds, with Hume, that the chief 
objection to the necessitarian doctrine rests on a misappre- 
hension. Determinism, properly understood, means invariable, 
certain, and unconditional sequence^ and not compulsion or 
restraint, not that one phenomenon compels another, that 
a given motive compels a certain effect. It means: Given 
motives, character, and circumstances, we can predict conduct. 
The act does not necessarily follow on a certain condition; 
other conditions may supervene to bring about a different 
result. Necessitj' means that a given cause will be followed by 
the effect, subject to all possibilities of eouriteraction by other 
causes; not that the cause is irresistible. The fatalistic error 
is that my character is molded for me, not hy me, whereas 

* Many InconsIsUncies in Mill’s thought are due to his faithful ad- 
herence to the English association-psychology, which he inherited from his 
father, and ‘to his tacit acceptance, or at least appreciation, of many of 
the doctrines of the rationalistic thinkers of his time. 
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the desire to mold my character is a cause. I can change 
my character if I will; I can resist my habits and tempta- 
tions if I tvish. The sense of moral freedom consists in the 
consciousness that I can if I wish. Another misapprehension is 
that the motive of my action is always the anticipation of pleas- 
ure or pain. According to the law of association, pleasure or 
pain as a motive drops out, and I form a habit of desiring or 
willing without being moved by the thought of pleasure or pain. 

■Wherever, then, facts follow each other according to law, we 
can have science. These laws, however, may not have been dis- 
covered, and, indeed, may not be discoverable by our existing 
resources. We cannot predict in the science of human nature 
because we do not know all the circumstances and because we 
do not know the characters of the individuals. Yet, many of 
the effects are determined by general causes? they depend on 
circumstances and qualities common to all mankind. With re- 
gard to these, vre can make predictions which will almost always 
be verified, and we can formulate general propositions which are 
almost always true. Such approximate generalizations must be 
connected deductively with the laws of nature from which they 
result} we must show that they are corollaries from the uni- 
versal laws of nature. In other words, we need a deductive 
science of human nature. We do not nsk, however, what is the 
nature' oi mind, but what are the laws of its various thoughts, 
emotions, volitions, and sensations. Moreover, psychology JS 
not physiology; its subject-matter is not nerve-excitations but 
mental events. The simple and elementary laws of mind are 
found by the ordinary methods of experimental inquiry. Among 
such laws are the law of reproduction (memory) and the laws 
of the association of ideas; these compose the abstract or uni- 
versal portion of the philosophy of human nature. All the 
maxims of common experience i€.g., old men for counsel, young 
men for war) are the results or consequences of these laws. 
We have no assurance, however, in the case of such empirical 
laws, that they will hold true b^ond the limits of our observa- 
tion, because the consequent (wisdom, for example) is not 
really the effect of the antecedent (old age), and because there 
is ground for believing that the sequence is resolvable into sim- 
pler sequences. The real scientific truths are the causal laws 
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;vliich explain these empirical maxims; the latter verify the 
theory. Empirical laws are never exactly true except in the 
simplest sciences, e.g., in astronomy, where the causes, or forces, 
arc few in number: few causes, great regularity. 

Psychology ascertains the simple laws of mind in general; 
it is a science of observation and experiment. Ethologj', or the 
science of the formation of character, traces the , . 
operation of these simple laws in complex combi- ^ 
nations of circumstances and is altogether deductive. The lat- 
ter science is one still to be created; its great problem is to 
deduce the requisite middle principles from the simple or gen- 
eral laws of psychology; to determine from the general laws 
of mind, combined with the general position of our species in 
the universe, what actual or possible combinations of circum- 
stances are capable of promoting or of preventing the production 
of those qualities of human nature (or characters) wliich arc 
interesting to us. Such a acience will be the foundation of a 
corresponding art, of the art of education. To be sure, verifi- 
cation 0 posteriori must go hand in hand with deduction a priori. 
The conclusions of theory cannot be trusted unless confirmed 
by observation; nor those of observation, unless they can ho 
affiliated to theory, by deducing them from the laws of human 
nature and from a close analysis of the circumstances of the 
particular situation. 

Next, after the science of individual man, comes the science 
of man in society,— of the actions of collective masses of man- 
kind and of the various phenomena which consti- 
tute social life. Can wc make the study of politics 
and of the phenomena of society scientific? All 
phenomena of society are plienomcna of human nature, generated 
by outward circumstances upon masses of human beings ; hence 
the phenomena of society, too, must conform to fixed laws. Pre- 
diction is impossible here because the data are innumerable and 
perpetually changing, and the multitndD of causes is so great 
os to defy our limited powers of calculation. There are two 
erroneous methods of philosophizing on society and government, 
the experimental or chemical mode of investigation and the 
abstract or geometrical mode. The true method proceeds de- 
dudively indeed, .but by deduction from many, not from one 
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or a very few, original premises (as in geometry) ; it considers 
each effect as (what it really is) an aggregate result oi,inany 
causes, operating sometimes through the same, sometimes through 
different mental agencies or laws of human nature. The social 
science is a deductive science, not after the model of geometry, 
but after that of the more complex physical sciences. It is 
difficult, to he sure, to calculate the result of the conflicting tend- 
encies which are acting in a thousand different directions and 
promoting a thousand different changes at a given instant in 
a given society. But our remedy here consists in verification: 
the process of comparing our conclusions either with the con- 
crete phenomena themselves or, when such are obtainable, with 
their empirical laws. 

Sociology, however, as a system of deductions a priori, can- 
not be a science of positive predictions, but only of iendenexts. 
All its general propositions are, therefore, hypothetical 5 they 
are grounded on some suppositious set of circumstances and 
declare how some given cause would operate in those circum- 
stances, supposing that no others were combined with them. 
Mill also points out that different species of social facts, being, 
in the main, dependent on different kinds of causes, e.g., the 
desire of wealth, must be studied apart, which gives us distinct 
and separate, though not independent, branches or departments 
of sociological speculation. Political economy, for example, pro- 
ceeds to inquire into the laws which govern various operations, 
under the supposition that man is occupied solely in acquiring 
and consuming wealth. What are the actions which would he 
produced by the desire of wealth if it were unimpeded by others? 
The conclusions, however, of each separate science must after- 
ward he corrected for practice, by the modifications supplied by 
the other separate sciences. 

But there can be no separate science of government, because 
that is the fact which is mixed up, both as cause and effect, 
with the qualities of the particular people or of the particular 
age. It must be a part of the general science of society. In this 
general science of society, nothing of a really scientific char- 
acter is possible except by the inverse deductive method. That 
is, it asks not what will be the effect of a given cause in a certain 
state of society, but what arc the causes which produce, and 
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the phenomena which characterize, states of society generally. 
The fundamental problem is to find the lairs according to which 
any state of societj’ produces the state which succeeds it and 
takes its place. This opens up the question of the progressive- 
ness of man' and society. • There is a progressive change both 
in the character of the human race and in their outward cir- 
cumstances. History, when judicionsly examined, affords em- 
pirical laws of society. Sociolo^ must ascertain these and con- 
nect them with the laws of human natnre, by deductions show- 
ing that such were the derivative laws naturally to be expected 
as the consequences of those nltimate ones. The only check or 
corrective on the empirical laws is constant verification by psy- 
chological and ethological laws. The empirical laws are uni- 
formities of coeristence and uniformities of succession, and we 
have, in consequence, social statics and social dynamics. Social 
d 3 ’namics is the study of society considered in a state of pro- 
gressive movement; social statics is the study of the canscustts, 
that is, of the mutual actions and reactions of contemporar}* 
social phenomena, the study of the existing order. One of the 
main results of the science of social statics would be to ascer- 
tain the reqnlsites of stable political union, among wSich Mill 
mentions: a system of education, the feeling of allegiance or 
loyalty, and sympathy. 

It is necessary to combine the statical view of social phe- 
nomena with the dynamical, considering not only the progres- 
sive clianges of the different elements, but the contemporaneous 
condition of each ; and thus obtain, empirically, the law of corre- 
spondence, not only between the simultaneous states, but between 
the simultaneous changes, of those elements. This law of corre- 
spondence it is which, duly verified a prion*, would become 
the real scientific derivative law of fixe development of hu- 
manity and human affairs. The evidence of history and that 
of human natnre show that the state of the speculative faculties 
of mankind, including the nature of the beliefs which by any 
means they have arrived at. concerning themselves and the world 
by which thej' arc surrounded, is predominant among the agents 
of social progress. The influence of speculation is the main 
determining cause of the social progress ; all the other disposi- 
tions of our nature which contribute to that progress being 
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dependent on it for the means of accomplishing their share of 
the work. The order of human progression in all respects will 
mainly depend on the order of progression in the intellectnal 
convictions of mankind, that is, on the law of the successive 
transformations of human opinions • But can this law be de- 
termined, at first from liistory as an empirical law, then con- 
verted into a scientific theorem by deducing it a priori from 
the principles of human nature? To do this, it is necessary to 
take into consideration the whole of past time, to the memorable 
phenomena of the last and present generations. It has become 
the aim of really scientific thinkers to connect by theories the 
facts of universal history. 

In his ethical theories Mill largely follows the traditional 
English hedonistic school, the most important representatives 
Ethics which are Locke, Hutcheson, Hume, and J. 

Bentham (1748*1832). The reading of Dumont’s 
Train d& legislation, an exposition of Bentham ’s principal 
speculations, Mill regarded as an epoch in his life, one of the 
turning-points in his intellectual history. In his UUlitorianism, 
he agrees with Bentham that-happiness, or the greatest good 
of the greatest number, is the summvm bontm and the cri- 
terion of morality. He dilFers from his roaster, however, on 
several important points. According to Bentham, the value of 
pleasure.s is to be measured by their intensity, duration, cer- 
tainty or uncertainty, propinquity or remoteness, fecundity, 
purity, and extent (the number of persons affected by them). 
No difference is to be made in quality; other things being equal, 
pusb-pin is as good as poetry.” Mill teaches that pleasures also 
differ in quality, that those which go with the exercise of intel- 
lectual capacities are higher, better, than sensuous pleasures, 
and that persons who have experienced both prefer the higher 
ones. No intelligent person would consent to be a fool; no 
instructed person would be an ignoramus; no person of feeling 
or conscience would consent to be selfish or base. You would 
not exchange your lot for that of a fool, dunce, or rascal, even 
if you were convinced that a fool, dunce, or rascal is better 
satisfied with his lot than you with yours. It is better to be a 


H. Buckle (1821-16C2) attempts to show that proeress depcnls 
solely on Intelligence in hU BUtory of Ctnlualion in rnyland, 1857-1801. 
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human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied ; it is better to be 
a Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. The fool and the pig 
may think otherwise, but that is because they know only one side 
of the question, the fool’s and the pig’s. Bcntham and Slill 
also agree that we ought to strive for the greatest happiness 
of the greatest number ; but Bentbam justifies this on the ground 
of self-interest, while Slill bases it on the social feelings of man- 
kind, the desire to be in unity with our fellow-creatures. As 
between the agent’s own happiness and that of others, he tells 
us, Utilitarianism requires him to be as strictly impartial as a 
disinterested and benevolent spectator. “ In the golden rule of 
Jesus of Nazareth, we read the complete spirit of the ethics 
of utility. To do os one wonld be done by, and to love one's 
neighbor as oneself, constitute the ideal perfection of utilitarian 
morality.” Indeed, the greatest happiness principle is a mere 
form of words without rational signification, unless one per- 
son’s happiness, supposed equal In degree (with the proper 
allowance made for kind), is counted for exactly as much 'as 
another’s; Bentbam ’s dictum, ** Everybody to count for one, no- 
body for more than one,” might be uTittcn under tbc principle 
of utility as an explanatory commentar>’. 

Mill’s Utilitarianism, like many other of his theories, vacillates 
between opposing views; in addition to the empirical association- 
psychology with its hedonism, egoism, and determinism, we find 
leanings towards intuitionism, perfectionism, altruism, and free 
will. The very inconsistency of the thcorj’, however, made it 
attractive to many minds, and there is much in it with Avhich 
the opposing schools may agree. As Green pointed out, it had 
great practical value; it substituted a critical and intelligent 
for a blind and unquestioning conformity. The thcorj* of the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number lias tended to improve 
human conduct and character; it has helped men to fill up their 
ideals in a manner beneficial to a wider range of persons. And 
it has done this, we may add, not because of its hedonistic ele- 
ments, but because of the emphasis which it placed on universal- 
ism; for, after all, what the Utilitarians were aiming at was the 
realization of a better social life, in which each man should count 
for one and no one for more than one. 3tlill, particularly, became 
the philosophical spokesman of liberalism in England, and fought 
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the intellectual battles of democracy. In his works on Liberty 
and the Subjection of Women he insisted on the fullest possible 
individual rights because he regarded social welLbeing as in- 
evitably bound up with individual well-being. He pointed out 
“ the importance, to man and society, of a large variety in 
types of character, and of giving full freedom to human nature 
to expand itself in innumerable and conflicting directions,” and 
he regarded the repression of women as a greater loss to the 
community than to women themselves. In the first edition of 
his Political Economy (1848), he favored economic individual- 
ism, but in time his “ ideal of ultimate improvement went far 
beyond Democracy ’ ’ and brought him close to Socialism. 
" TVhile we repudiated with the greatest energy,” he tells us 
in his Antobiography, “ that tyranny of society over the indi- 
vidual which most Socialistic systems are supposed to involve, 
we yet looked forward to a time when society will no longer 
be divided into the idle and the industrious ; when the rule that 
they who do not work shall not oat, will be applied not to paupers 
only, but impartially to allj when the division of the produce 
of labor, instead of depending, os in so great a degree it now 
does, on the accident of birth, will be made by concert, on an 
acknowledged principle of justice; and when it will no longer 
either be, or be thought to be, impossible for human beings to 
exert themselves strenuously in procuring benefits which are 
not to be exclusively their o^vn, but to be shared with the 
society they belong to. The social problem of the future, we 
considered to be, how to unite the greatest individual liberty 
of action, vrith a common ownership in the raw material of the 
globe, and an equal participation of all in the benefits of com- 
bined labor.” He had an abiding faith in the possibilities of 
human nature; “ education, habit, and the cultivation of the 
sentiments, will make a common man dig or weave for his coun- 
try, as readily as fight for his country.” 

Among those teaching Utilitarianism is Henry Sidgwick (183S-1900 j 
Methods of Ethics, Ctb ed., 1901, Sistory of Ethics, 5th ed., 1902, 
Elements of Politics, 2d ed., 1897), whose work on ethics also shows 
the inflnence of Bntler and Kant. He abandons the psychological 
hedonism of Mill, but accepts ethical hedonism, — the view that 
universal happiness is the behest good or ultimate standard of 
light and wrong. There are self-evident practical principles which 
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serve as guides in reaching the goal: rational self-love or 'prudence, 
the duty of benevolence, and justice. (For the hedonistic school see 
Thilly, Introduction to Ethics, chaps, vi, viii.) 

69. Evolutionism op Herbert Spencer 

Spencer’s ideal of knowledge is that of a completely unified 
system of thought. The knowledge of the ordinary man is un- 
unified, disconnected, inconsistent; the various 
parts do not hang together. Science furnishes 
us with partially-unified knowledge. Philosophy, 
however, is completely-unified knowledge, an organic ^stem: 
its problem is to discover the highest truths from which the 
principles of mechanics, physics, biology, sociology, and ethics 
can he deduced. All these propositions must he in harmony with 
one another. In the First Principles, which forms the basis 
of the entire system, the fundamental asioms are set forth, 
which are afterward applied in the Principles of Biology, Prin^ 
ciples of Psychology, Principles of Sociology, and Principles 
of Ethics. In the last-named book we have the restatement of all 
the generalizations reached in the preliminary works : so that the 
truths of ethics are grounded on the results of all the other 
fields of knowledge. These generalizations of the sciences may 
be empirically ascertained, but they can also be derived from 
first principles. 

Spencer calls his philosophy synthetic philosophy, and would 
agree with Wundt that it is the function of such a universal 
science to combine into a consistent system the universal truths 
arrived at by the particular sciences. In this respect, he dif- 
fers from Hamilton and Mill. Hamilton offered no s^’stem of 
philosophy at all and. regarded it beyond human capacity to 
offer owe, the Absolute being nhfenowable. Mill eritieised Comte 
for his relapse into philosophy in attempting to unify the 
sciences. It is true, Mill, too, has the ideal of a system of truths 
held together by universal principles in his logic of the moral 
sciences, and also suggests the possibility of an a priori science 
of nature, but he himself made no effort to sj'stematize his 
thoughts; indeed it was impossible, from his general standpoint, 
to reach a universal sjmthesis, as his predecessor Hume clearly 
saw. Spencer also differs from the empiricists in his attempt 
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to base knowledge on what Kant called a priori forms of tlie 
mind, and to reduce these functions to simple principles. In 
this respect, he is influenced by the critical philosophy, with 
which he became acquainted largely through Hamilton’s works. 
All our knowledge, he holds, rests on the primary act of thought ; 
even the skeptic who seeks to deny the possibility of knowledge 
presupposes the basal functions of thinking. Knowledge would 
be impossible if it were not for the mind 's capacity to discover 
likeness and difference as well as for its demand for logical con- 
sistency. None of these functions is the result of individual 
experience. Applying the evolutionary hypothesis, Spencer at- 
tempts to explain them as products of racial experience, thus 
seeking a compromise between intuitionism and empiricism from 
the side of empiricism. Absolute uniformities of experience gen- 
erate absolute uniformities of thought. External uniformities 
are repeated for millions of generations, giving rise to fixed asso- 
ciations of ideas and necessary forms of thought. How it is pos- 
sible for such connections to be made at tbe dawn of knowledge 
as are now not possible without an a priori synthetic mind, 
Spencer does not tell us. Nor does he establish the validity of 
knowledge on this basis : the fact that principles, which are felt 
to be necessary now, represent the inherited experiences of count- 
less generations of men, does not guarantee their absolute 
truth. 

Herbert Spencer was bom in 1820 at Derby, England, the descendant 
of a family of teachers. He Bcems to have inherited his intellectual 
gifts from his father, who is described as a man of fine culture and 
independence of thought, and whose example in teaching his pupils 
to think instead of to memorize, influenced Spencer's views on education. 
Owing to the boy’s delicate health, bis father did not push him in to 
work, and we bear that he was inattentive and lazy, stubborn and dis- 
obedient at seiooL He made better progress outside of the class-room, 
under the guidance of his father, wbo taaght him to draw from nature, 
encouraged his desire to make collections, and introduced him to physical 
and chemical experiments. Spencer afterward (1833-1836) received 
instruction from his uncle, Thomas Spencer, a clergyman of the estab- 
lished church, a man of public spirit and democratic ideals, who was 
to prepare him for Cambridge, bat Spencer refused to go to a pbi®® 
where things were taught in which be was not interested. He could 
grasp principles and draw concindons, and surpassed his fellow-students 
in mathematics and mechanic, bnt memorizing words and rules of 
grammar did not nppeal to hinu His works show the effects of the 
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manner in wbicli he was trained : he is independent, original, and natural. 
In 1837 he assisted Lis father in teaching, and then studied civil en- 
gineering. He followed his profesaon intermittently until 1846, when 
he devoted himself to journalism. His spare hours, which were many, 
he devoted to the study of geology and other sciences. His first great 
work, which attracted the attention of a small though select circle of 
thinkers, was Social Statics (1848-1850). In 1852 Spencer relinquished 
his editorship of the Economist and devoted the rest of his life to 
working out his system of synthetic philosophy, a prospectus of which 
appeared in 1860. He suffered great financial losses in publishing his 
works, and his literary ventures did not prosper until American ad- 
mirers arranged for the publication of his boo^ in the United States. 
He died in 1903. 

Proper Sphere of Government, 1842; Social Statics, 1850; Principles 
of Psychology, 1855; Education, 18^1859; First Principles, 1860- 
1862; Principles of Biology, 186^-1867; Principles of Sociology, 1876- 
1896; Principles of Ethics, 1879-1693; The Alan versus the State; 
Essays, 5th ed., 3 vols., 1891; Facts and Comments, 1902; Autobiogra- 
phy, 2 vols., 1904. 

Collins, Epitome of Spencer's Philosophy (preface by Spencer, giv- 
ing summary of his philosophy), 5tb 2905} TT. H. Hudson, In- 
troduction to Philosophy of 11. Spencer, and Spencer; Ritchie, 
Principles of State Interference; Sidgwick, Ethics of Green, Spencer, 
and Martineau; Bowne, Kant and Spencer; Ward, Naturalism and 
Agnosticism, vol. I; Gaupp, Spencer; Duncan, Life and Letters of 
Spencer; hooks by Royce, Habcrlin, Grosse, Schwarze; Ueberweg- 
Heinze, op. cit., § SO. See also works on English philosophy, pp. 234, 
f., and under Mill. 

Like Hamilton, Spencer calls attention to the relativity of 
knowledge, and shows that this may be inferred from an analysis 
of the product of thought as well as by an exami- . . 
nation of the process of thought. The most gen- 
eral cognition at which we arrive cannot be reduced 
to a more general one, and cannot, therefore, be understood, 
interpreted, or explained. Explanation must eventually bring 
ns down to the inexplicable; and the deepest truth which we 
can get at^ must be unaccountable. Moreover, the process of 
thought itself involves relution, difference, and likeness; what- 
ever does not admit of these, does not admit of cognition. 
Thinking being relationing, no thought can ever express more 
than relations. The primary act of thought through which we 
discover likeness and difference underlies all our knowledge, 
both perception and inference. "Without it there could be neither 
perception nor inference, hence the validity of this primary func- 
tion of mind must be presupposed. 
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It is the business of philosophy to work out the system of 
ideas rooted in consciousness, to discover the implications of our 
basal intuitions, and to construct a related body of propositions. 
The criterion of the validity of thought is its necessity (the 
testimony of truth is the inconceivability of the opposite), on 
the one hand, and the agreement of our results with actual «• 
perience, on the other. 

If knowledge is relative in the sense indicated, it follows that 
we can know only the finite and the limited. The Absolute, the 
First Cause, the Infinite cannot be knowm, since it cannot be 
likened to, or differentiated from, anything else. We can, how- 
ever, always relate things to an Absolute ; indeed, we must have 
an Absolute to which to relate them, — a relative is itself incon- 
ceivable except as related to a real non-relative, — the relative 
presupposes an Absolute. Hence, we can know things in relation 
to one another and to an Absolute. If we could not relate them 
to an Absolute, they would not be known ; indeed, they would 
themselves be absolutes. We reach the consciousness of a sub- 
stance that underlies all phenomena. It is impossible to get 
rid of the consciousness of an actuality lying behind Dppca^ 
ancesi and from this impossibility results our indestructible 
belief in that actuality (rcaltsm). The Absolute itself, how- 
ever, cannot be related to anything else : there is no head under 
which it can be brought, hence it is unknowable. The unknow- 
ableness of the Absolute is not only proved deductively, from the 
nature of our intelligence, but also inductively, by the facts of 
science: we cannot comprehend ultimate scientific ideas, such 
as space, time, matter, motion, force, the ego, the origin of mind, 
and so forth. 

Nevertheless, the fact that wc can form no notion of the 
Absolute is no reason for denying its existence. Science and 
religion can agree on this point: there is an Absolnte Being 
behind all phenomena. EcHgion seeks to interpret this uni- 
versal substance for usj it has given us all kinds of definitions 
of it, but the more advanced a religion is, the more it under- 
stands that the Absolute is a complete mysterj’. Thought con- 
tinues to seek for some definition of it, to form some idea of it, 
and there is no objection to this, so long os it is remembered that 
the forms in which wc endeavor to express it are merely sym- 
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bols. We are compelled to conceive it, vaguely, as tlic objective 
correlate of our subjective feeling of activity, or muscular strain, 
that is, as power, or force, Noumenon and phenomenon are 
two sides of the same change, of which we are obliged to regard 
the last as no less real than the first. 

This objective power, which is the necessary correlate of the 
subjective feeling of force, must be thought of as persistent. 
It is inconceivable that something should become 
nothing ; when we say that something hecomta noth- 
ing, we are establishing a relation between two 
ideas, one of which does not exist. By the persistence of power 
we mean the persistence of some cause that transcends our knowl- 
edge and conception. In asserting it, we assert an unconditional 
reality without beginning and end. The sole tmth which tran- 
scends experience by underlying it, is the persistence of force. 
It is the basis of experience, and must, therefore, be the scien- 
tific basis of any scientific organization of experiences. To this 
an ultimate analj’sis brings us down; and on this n rational 
^'nthesis must build up. 

By tlie indestructibility of matter we mean the indestructi- 
bility of the force with which matter ofTccts us. This truth is 
made manifest, not only by analysis of the a posteriori cognition, 
but equally so by analysis of the a priori one. Another general 
truth is the continuity of motion. It is inconceivable that some- 
thing, — motion, — should become nothing. And yet movements 
are constantly disappearing. The fact is, translation through 
space is not itself an existence, and hence the cessation of motion, 
considered simply as translation, is not the ces.sation of an 
existence, hut is the cessation of a certain riyn of existence. 
That is, the space-element m motion is not in itself a thing. 
Clva.w^<i of positloti is wot on caJstcnce., but the manifestatinu ot 
an existence. This existence may cease to display itself as trans- 
lation, but can do so only by displaying itself as strain. This 
principle of activity, now shovm by translation, now by strain, 
and often by the two together, is not visible; the principle of 
activity which motion shows us, is the objective correlate of our 
subjective sense of cfTort. The continuity of motion is really 
known to us in terms of force. 

Force is of two classes; force hy which matter demonstrates 
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including those of life, mind, and society. This is Tvhat gives 
his S3rstem the appearance of materialism, as which it is often 
attacked, although he himself warns ns against interpreting it 
^a« such. The Absolute is unknowable; we can interpret it in 
materialistic or in spiritualistic terms; in either case we are 
emplojung mere symbols. A power the nature of which ever 
remains unintelligible to us, and which we cannot think of as 
limited in space or in time, produces certain effects in us. We 
embrace the most general of these under the terms matter, mo- 
tion, force, and between these effects there exist certain similari- 
ties of connection, the most constant of which we embrace as 
laws of tlie highest certainty. 

We ore limited in our knowledge to the relative phenomena, 
to the inner and outer expressions of the Absolute. It is our 
business, as philosophers, to discover the traits 
common to all phenomena, or to 6nd the universal 
law of things. Such a law we have in the law of 
evolution. Wc note various phases in the process of evolution: 
(1) concentration (as seen in the formation of a cloud, in the 
sand'heap, in the primitive nebula, in the organism, and in 
society) ; (2) differentiation, or the separation of the mass from 
its environment, and the ‘formation of special masses within 
it; (3) determination, the formation of the differentiated parts 
into a unified, organized whole, the parts being different and yet 
in mutual relation with one another. This is what distinguishes 
evolution from dissolution, in which we have differentiation, but 
not organization. In determination, there is differentiation of 
parts and integration or concentration of parts into a whole. 
In this sense, evolution is the passage from a state of indefinite, 
incoherent homogeneity to a state of definite, coherent hetero- 

reached by deduction from the primary principle of the per- 
sistence of force, which, as we have seen, Spencer identifies with 
the law of causation, from which follow: the indestructibility 
of matter, the continuity of motion (potential and actual), the 
persistence of relations among forces, the transformation and 
equivalence of forces, including mental and ‘social forces, the 
law of the direction of motion, and the unceasing rhythm ^f 
motion. The law of universal synth^is is the law of the eon- 
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itself to us as existing, and force by which it demonstrates itself 
to us as acting (called ene:^). Energy is the common name 
for the power shown alike in the movements of masses and. in 
the movements of molecules. Each manifestation of force can. 
be interpreted only as the effect of some antecedent force; no 
matter whether it be an inorganic action, an animal movement, 
a thought or a feeling. Either mental energies, as well as bodily 
ones, are quantitatively correlated to certain energies expended 
in their production and to certain other energies which they 
initiate j or else nothing must become something, and something 
must become nothing. We must either deny the persistence of 
force or admit that every physical and psychical change is gen- 
erated by certain antecedent forces, and that from given amounts 
of such forces neither more nor less of such physical and psy- 
chical changes can result. 

The basal principle of science, then, is the principle of the 
conservation of energy : no energy can originate or be lost. TMs 
principle Spencer does not seek to prove experimentally; in- 
deed, it is, according to him, presupposed in all experimentation. 
It is a necessity of thought, a postulate : we cannot conceive of 
something coming from nothing or going into nothing; the 
principle is implied in the notion of causality or is identical 
with it. We are compelled to assume something as persisting. 

The Absolute or Unknowable manifests itself in two great 
groups of facts which are diametrically opposed : subjective and 
objective, ego and non-ego, mind and matter. But 
it is the one force or power that expresses itself 
in both } both what we think and our thinking itself 
are different kinds of force. And both the physical and the 
psychical are subject to the same laws of experience. If the 
mental and the material are conceived as two irreducible phases 
of the Absolute, then mind cannot be derived from matter, the 
material cannot pass into the psychical, as motion passes into 
heat. In the earlier editions of the First Principles and the 
Psychology, Spencer assumed that it could ; afterward, however, 
he saw the impossibility of explaining consciousness by the 
principle of the conservation of energy interpreted physically. 
But he went on applying the formula of evolution, which is 
stated in terms of force, matter, and motion, to all phenomena, 
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including those of life, mind, and society. This is ^vhat gives 
his sj’stem the appearance of materialism, as which it is often 
attacked, although he himself warns us against interpreting it 
as such. The Absolute is unknowable; we can interpret it in 
materialistic or in spiritualistic terms; in cither case we are 
employing mere sj’mbols. A power the nature of which ever 
remains unintelligible to us, and which wc cannot think of as 
limited in space or in time, produces certain effects in os. We 
embrace the most general of these under the terms matter, mo- 
tion, force, and between these effects there exist certain similari- 
ties of connection, the most constant of which we embrace as 
laws of the highest certainty. 

We are limited in our knowledge to the relative phenomena, 
to the inner and outer expressions of the Absolute. It is our 
business, as philosophers, to discover the traits 
common to all phenomena, or to find the universal 
law of things. Such a law we have in the law of 
evolution. We note various phases in the process of evolution: 
(1) concentration (as seen in the formation of a cloud, in the 
sand-heap, in the primitive nebula, in tbc organism, and in 
society) ; (2) differentiation, or the separation of the mass from 
its environment, and the 'formation of special masses within 
it; (3) determination, the formation of the differentiated parts 
into a imified, organized whole, the parts being different and yet 
in mutual relation with one another. This is what distinguishes 
evolution from dissolution, in which wc have differentiation, bat 
not oi^anization. In determination, there is differentiation of 
parts and integration or concentration of parts into a whole. 
In this sense, evolution is the passage from a state of indefinite, 
incoherent homogeneity to a state of definite, coherent hetero- 
geneity. This law is derived inductively, but it can also be 
reached by deduction from tbc primary principle of the per- 
sistence of force, which, as we have seen, Spencer identifies with 
the law of causation, from which follow; the indestnietihility 
of matter, the continuity of motion (potential and actual), the 
persistence of relations among forces, the transformation and 
equivalence of forces, including mental and social forces, the 
law of the direction of motion, and the imceasing rhythm’^f 
motion. The law of universal qmtliesis is the law of the con- 
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tinnous redistribution of matter and motion. Evolution codj 
gists in the integration of matter and the dissipation of motion ; 
dissolution consists in the absorption of motion and the disinte- 
gration of matter. When both concentration and differentiation 
have reached a state of equilibrium, the climax of evolution has 
been reached. This state cannot endure because external influ- 
ences will tend to destroy it. In other words, dissolution is bound 
to result, and the whole process will begin over again. All this 
applies not to the universe as a whole, but only to the particular 
wholes which appear in our experience. 

The universal principles, obtained in the First Principles, are ; 
applied by Spencer to the various forms of existence,— life, ' 
mind, society, and conduct. They are postulated as true and are 
employed to prove the special truths of biolo^, psychology, 
sociology, and ethics: the latter are illustrations of universal 
truths; universal truths are explanations of the special truths.. 
Thus, the law of evolution applies to all phenomena; the spe- 
cial laws discovered in the various fields of investigation will, 
therefore, he found to come under the universal law, or to be * 
expressions of this law. Such empirical laws or truths are d^- • 
ductively proved when they are shown to be special cases of the' 
universal law. 

Life is a continuous adaptation of internal (physiological) 
relations to external relations. The organism not only receives 

. impressions, but undergoes changes in consequence,. 

10 sy Tvhich enable it to react upon subsequent changes 
of the external world in a specific way. That is, inner changes 
take place in the organism which adapt it to external relations ; 
there is reciprocal action between internal and external events. 
The organism cannot maintain itself unless it evolves a system « 
of inner relations corresponding to the external relations. The' 
more intimate the correspondence between the inner and the 
outer relations, the more liighly developed is the organism. The , . 
most perfect life would be that in which there is complete a'dap-^ 
tation, or harmony, between internal and external relations. 

Organic forms have not arisen from inorganic matter, hdi 
from an original structureless organic mass, or homogeneous 
protoplasm, under the influence of external causes. Differences 
are produced in the organic tissue in accordance with the opera- 
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tioa of the universal law of evolution; that is, the original 
heterogeneous mass differentiates. The species arise as a result 
of the interaction between the organism and the external world. 
Jlorphological and ph3’siological differentiation is the direct 
result of the differentiation of external forces; astronomical, 
geological, and meteorological conditions change slowly^, but the 
changes have been continuous for millions of years. Variations 
occur in the organism through external causes, and, if adapted, 
are preserved bj* natural selection. Changes are produced in the 
relation of the phj’siological units composing the organism by 
"the continuous functioning of the parts (function precedes struc- 
ture) and are transmitted to progeny (inheritance of acquired 
characters). 'Natural selection alone, therefore, according to 
Spencer, fails to explain the origin of species; and Darwin ex- 
aggerates the influence of this indirect mode of evolution. The 
organism adapts itself to an external impression, and such adap- 
tation brings about a new state of equilibrium in the organism. 

Physics examines external phenomena as such; p^'chology, 
internal phenomena as such; physiology investigates the con- 
nection and relation between the internal and the p . . 
external. Subjective psj'chology is introspective: ^ ^ 

.it studies the feelings, ideas, emotions, and volitions, which 
accompany the visible adaptations of the inner relations, and 
inquires into the origin and reciprocal relations of states of 
.consciousness. Psychical occurrences and nerve-action are the 
inner and outer sides of one and the same change. "What is, 
‘objectively considered, a nervous change, is, subjectively con- 
sidered, a phenomenon of consciousness. Objective psychology 
does not stn'd^- mental processes as such, but considers them in 
their relation to human and animal .actions. As a part of 
biologj’’, it examines mental phenomena, as 'functions by means 
-of 'which internal relations are. .adapted to. external relations. 

' Consciousness arises when Impressions become so numerous as 
to necessitate their arrangement in a series : when the organism 
cannot adapt itself to its environment without such a serial 
■arrangement. Consciousness is, therefore, defined as a form of 
• adaptation of seriallj* arranged inner states to outer states. But 
it is not a mere sum of feelings and ideas ; there is a substantial 
something or combining medium behind them, which, however, 
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is unknowable, for the same reason that all ultimates are un- 
knowable. We can, however, study the changing states or modi- 
fications in which this substance manifests itself. It is the 
business of psychology to discover the units of consciousness, 
the elements of which it is composed. Analysis of the phenome- 
nal aspects of consciousness reveals ultimate units, which Spencer 
regards as “ something of the same order as that which we call 
a nervous shock,” — as the mental equivalent of a nervous shock. 
Just as the different sensations are made up of common units, 
so a perception is composed of units or atoms of feeling. The 
mental unit or atom is irreducible to the material unit or atom. 
We conceive the material atom as resistance, in analogy with 
our own feeling of effort, that is, we read into the material atom 
our o^vn consciousness of activity. In the same way, we inter- 
pret our mental events in material terms. Spencer finds in con- 
scious life the same features which are exhibited in all relative 
reality; concentration, differentiation, and determination; con- 
sciousness is an evolution and can be understood only as a proc- 
ess of development, as a continuous series of gradations, from 
reflex action to instinct, memory, and reason. These are merely 
different degrees or stages of intelligence, which pass into one 
another imperceptibly, corresponding to the gradually increasing 
complexity and differentiation of external conditions. Memory 
and reason, for example, arise from instinct. Primary inference 
is entirely instinctive. Volition appears when automatic action 
becomes impossible, owing to the growing complexity of the situ- 
ation. We have already seen how Spencer derives the principles 
of knowledge from the experience of the race. In the same evo- 
lutionary way he explains the feelings; the feelings of anger, 
justice, sympathy, which ore original in the individual, are 
the result of the constant struggle of our ancestors with the 
environment. 

It is not true that we are originally conscious only of our 
sensations, and that we infer the existence of objects outside 
of us. Idealism is a disease of language; it lives 
WorM^^ only in our words, not in our thoughts. Reason 
which undermines the assertions of perception de- 
stroys its own authority. Realism is forced on us by the basal 
law of consciousness, the universal postulate of reason. It is 
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inconceivable that there should be no object when I feel it and 
see it. VTe are compelled to think an extra-mental reality, and 
we are compelled to think it as force, as the objective correlate 
of the subjective feeling of force or feeling of muscular ten- 
sion, which we experience in ourselves and which is the universal 
sjTnbol of the unknowable objective existence or persisting some- 
thing. This unknown reality is also tymbolized in our ideas of 
space, time, matter, and motion. 

This transfigured realism, as Spencer calls it, takes the place 
of crude realism. It holds that the things represented in our 
consciousness are not images, or copies, or pictures, of the ob- 
jective reality, but sj-mbols which have as little in common with 
the realities they represent as letters have in common with the 
psychic states for which they stand. But that there is some- 
thing beyond consciousness is an inevitable conclusion; to think 
otherwise is to think of change taking place withont an antece- 
dent, There is some ontological order whence arises the 
phenomenal order we know as space; there is some ontological 
order w'hencc arises the phenomenal order we know as time; 
and there is some ontological nexus whence arises the phenomenal 
relation we know as difference.” Such knowledge of the exter- 
nal world is greatly limited, but it is tbe only knowledge which 
is of tise to us. All we need to know is not the outer agencies 
themselves, but their persistent relations, and this knowledge we 
have.- An ever-present sense of real existence is the very basis 
of our intelligence. There ever remains with us a Ecnsc of that 
which exists persistently and independently of conditions. We 
cannot form a conception of this absolute existence; every no- 
tion which we frame is utterly inconsistent with itself. From 
the impossibility of getting rid of tbe consciousness of an actu- 
ality lying behind appearances results oar indestructible belief 
in that actuality. 

In the Preface to the Data of Ethics, Spencer declares all 
the preceding parts of his task, as a synthetic philosopher, to 
be subsidiary’ to his Principles of MoralUxj. His 
purpose had been, ever since the appearance of 
his first work, The Proper Sphere of Qocernment (1842), to find 
a scientific basis for the principles of right and wrong in con- 
duct at large. In order to understand tbe mcanmg of moral 
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conduct, he tells us, we must comprehend conduct as a whole, 
the conduct of all living creatures and the evolution of conduct, 
and we must examine it in its ph3^ical, biological, psychological, 
and social aspects ; in other words, study it in the light of the 
results of the other sciences. 

Such a study will lead us to define conduct either as acts 
adjusted to ends or the adjustment of acts to ends, and will 
show us that the most highly evolved and, tlierefore, ethically 
best conduct is such as makes life richer and longer for the 
individual performing it, for his offspring, and for the beings 
among which he lives. The limit of evolution is reached in a 
permanently peaceful society, in wliieh every member achieves 
his ends without preventing others from achieving theirs (jus- 
tice), and in which members give mutual help in the achievement 
of ends (beneficence). "Whatever facilitates the adjustments 
of each, increases the totality of the adjustments made, and 
^rves to render the lives of all more complete. "We call good 
or bad acts which subserve or hinder life, only on the supposition 
that life brings more happiness than misery (optimism). The 
good is universally the pleasurable (hedonism). Actions are 
completely right only when, besides being conducive to future 
happiness, special and general, they are immediately pleasurable. 
A large part of human conduct is not absohitely right, but only 
relatively right because entailing some pain. The ideal code 
of absolute ethics formulates the behavior of the completely 
adapted man in the completely evolved society. Such a code 
will enable us to interpret the phenomena of real societies in 
their transitional states, full of miseries due to non-adaptation, 
and to form approximately true conclusions respecting the na- 
ture of the abnormalities and the courses which tend most in 
the direction of the normal. 

Spencer insists that the lives of the units in the social groups 
are always the ultimate end of morality, not the welfare of 
society as such. The integrity of society is a means to the wel- 
fare of the units, hence whatever threatens this integrity will 
hurt the imits. In the beginning, egoism is strong and altruism 
weak ; hence the relative moral code emphasizing those restraints 
on conduct which the presence of fellow-men entails. It prohibits 
acts of aggression and commands restraints making cooperation’ 
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possible (justice), as well as enjoins spontaneous efforts to 
further welfare (beneficence). Sympathy is the root of both 
justice and beneficence. Since the ideal is the greatest amount 
of individual perfection and happiness, egoism must come before 
altruism: each creature shall take the benefits and evils of its 
own nature, inherited or acquired. But altruism, too, is essen- 
tial to the development of life and the increase of happiness, and 
self-sacrifice no less primordial than self-preservation. The ego- 
istic satisfactions of each unit in a society depend on such altru- 
istic actions as being just, seeing justice done, upholding and 
improving the agencies for the administration of justice, and 
improving others physically, intellectually, and morally. Pure 
egoism and pure altruism are both illegitimate. Under increas- 
ing social discipline, sympathetic pleasures will come to be spon- 
taneously pursued to the fullest extent advantageous to each 
and all. Eventually, everj' one will be eager to surrender his 
egoistic claims, while others, similarly natured, will not permit 
him in any large measure to do this. 

Spencer offers an evolutionary hedonism, combining the 
teachings of traditional English Utilitarianism with the new 
theory of evolution. This is possible from his standpoint, be- 
cause, in his opinion, the most highly evolved conduct yields 
the greatest amount of happiness. He also distinguishes his 
roltoJiaZ Utilitarianism from the cmpmcal Utilitarianism of 
his predecessors, on the ground that his system of ethics de- 
duces the rules of morality from fundamental principles sup- 
plied by the various sctenees upon which it rests. 

The etliical ideal, then, is the production of perfect and happy 
individuals : the survival of the fittest individuals and the spread 
of the most adapted varieties. This end can only 
he realized when each individual receives the bene- 
fits and the evils of his own nature and its consequent conduct. 
But since group-life is essential to the sur\’ival of the fittest, 
every individual has to carry on that conduct subject to the 
restriction that it shall not in any large measure impede the 
equal conduct of others. In the case of defensive war, indi- 
viduals may be further restricted, even to the extent of the 
sacrifice of life. Justice, therefore, demands that each mature 
man be free to do what he wills, provided he infringe not the 
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equal freedom of any other man. Rights, truly so-called, are 
corollaries of the law of equal freedom : every man has the right 
to act up to a certain limit but not beyond it. 

From these premises Spencer argues against the modem so- 
cialistic State. All-embracing State functions, he holds, char- 
acterize a low social type; and progress to a higher social type 
is marked by relinquishment of functions. The incorporated 
mass of citizens has to maintain the conditions under which 
each may gain the fullest life possible compatible with the full- 
est lives of fellow-citizens. The State must prevent internal 
aggressions and protect its members from foreign invasion: when 
it goes beyond that, it transgresses justice. Extension of State 
functions has proved disastrous all along, while only legislation 
which has been guided by considerations of equity has proved 
successful. Moreover, the various non-governmental agencies do 
best under the stress of competition. Competition likewise im- 
pels them to improve, to utilize the best appliances, and to get 
the best men. The social needs at large arc also best subsemd 
in this way. Finally, State interference has on evil effect on 
character. The nature wl»ich wc have inherited from an un- 
civilized past, and which Is still very imperfectly fitted to the 
partially-civilized present, will, if allowed to do so, slowly adjust 
itself to the requirements of a fully-civilized future. The dl.sci- 
pline of social life which has done so much in these few thousand 
years, will, in the course of time, do what has to be done. And 
it is impossible for artificial molding to do that which natural 
molding docs. Spencer is bitterly opposed to Socialism; be 
thinks it is coming, and that it will be a great misfortune to the 
race, but that it will not last. He is not to be understood as 
hostile to mutual aid and voluntary cooperation; indeed, he be- 
lieves that a voluntary cooperation characteristic of inditstri- 
alisra will come to predominate, in which the units will be molded 
to serve the purposes of the aggregate and that the molding will 
be spontaneously achieved by self-adjustment to the life of vol- 
untary cooperation. lie accepts the laisscr-fatrc theory because 
be believes that the general Imppiucss can be realized only by 
letting individuals work out their own salvation, %rithout undue 
interference by the Stale. 
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70. New Ide^vlism in England and the United States 

At the bcffinniDg of the fiiDeteenth century, German idealistic 
thought, based on Kant, found its way into England through 
the great leaders of literature, Coleridge, Words- 
wortli, Carlyle, and Ruskin, and began to influ- Influence of 
ence both empiricism and intaitionism, John Stuart 
Slill as well as Whewell and Hamilton. But a 
serious study of the new German philosophy was not undertaken 
until after the appearance of J. H. Stirling's Secret of Hegel 
in 1865; since which time a group of vigorous thinkers, pro- 
foundly influenced by Kant and Hegel, and indeed by the entire 
idealistic movement, have taken the leadership in British 
thought. We mention the names of Thomas Hill Green, Ed- 
ward Caird, John Caird, P. H. Bradley, and B. Bosanquet. 

The first great work of the Neo-Hegelian school, as it has Ijeen 
called, was Green’s 7«frod«c<»on to Hume (1875), which was 
followed by E. Caird’s Critical Account of the PhilosopJiif of 
Eant (1877), the predecessor of his larger book, The Critical 
Pkilosophg of Kant (2 vols., 1889), and by a large number of 
espositions and translations of German philosophers, to which 
additions are being constantly made. James Ward (bom 1843; 
Katuralism and Agnosticism, 3d cd., 1907 ; The Realm of Ends, 
1912) is an idealist of Lotze’s type, who teaches pluralism and 
substitutes the notion of a creative God, as the unity of the 
world, for the Absolute of the monists. Tlie idealistic pliilosophy, 
partly through the mediation of English Neo-Hegelianism, and 
partly through a direct study of German thought, has also 
won a large following in the United States, counting many pro- 
fessors of philosophy in the universities among its adherents, 
with Josiah Royce at their head. 

What is common to the representatives of this school is the 
emphasis they place upon the organic conception of mind and 
knowledge in opposition to the atomistic treatment characteristic 
of English associationism ; their repudiation of mechanism as a 
universal theory; and their view that the world of experience 
constitutes the subject-matter of philosophy. The English phi- 
losophers did not adopt the a priori or dialectical methods of 
the German teachem nor uncritically accept their results, but, 
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following Green’s hint, “ worked over ” the entire material of 
German idealism in a fresh and independent manner, retaining, 
however, the fundamental principles of the movement inaugu- 
rated by Kant. 

On the entire school see: Forsyth and Seth, mentioned on pp. 254, f.; 
last German edition of Falckenbci^, History of Modern Philosophy; 
Ueherweg-Heinze, op, cit,, §61; bibliography in Uebcrweg-IIeinze. For 
contemporary British philosophy, see J. S. Mackenzie, La phdosophie 
de Grand-Bretagne, Revue de tnMaphysiqtie et morale, vol. XV^I, 5, 
pp. 5S3-C0G; for contemporary phUosopb 3 ' in the United States: Frank 
Thilly, Philosophie am^ricaine contemporaine, same place, and in 
Studies in Language and Literature in Honor of J. M. Hart; for con- 
temporary idealism in general: Chiappclli, Revue pAj7osopAi4H<’, Sep- 
tember, 1911, and Chiappelli’s book, Dalla cri.'iea al nuovo idealismo; 
for contemporary philosophy: Perry, Present Tendencies in Philosophy. 
See also bibliography, pp. 563, f. 

Thomas Hill Green was boro in Birkin, Yorkshire, in 1830, the 
son of the rector of the parish. Prom Rngby he went np to Baltioi 
College, Oxford, where be spent the rest of bis life as 
Green student, fellow, tutor, lecturer, and professor 

lecturing on ancient and modem history and ancient and 
modem philosophj’, he was chosen professor of moral philosophy, m 
1878, a position which he held until bis death in 18S2. In addition to 
his academic duties, Green de\’otcd himself faithfully to practical educa- 
tional, political, and social work; be helped to introduce refomw into 
his college; acted as member of the lown-conncil; served on the Roj'al 
Commission for reforming popular education in England; was inter- 
ested in the temperance movement, the ethical movement, and chanty 
work. Uc always manifested a warm sympathy for the linrnblcr 
classes and an abiding faith in democracy. Brj'cc says of him that 
“ people came to respect his clmractcr with its high seo-se of duly, hs 
simplicitj*, its uprightness, its earnest devotion to an ideal, even more 
than they admired his intellectual powers.” 

Introduction to the Philosophy of Hume, first published 1874 in 
Green’s and Grove’s edition of Hume’s works; Prolegomena to Ethics, 
18S3; Lectures on Principles of Political Obligation, 1893. Works 
edited by Nettlcship, 3 vols., containing all but the Prolegomena. 

Memoir by Ketlle«hip, in IVorls, vol. I (also separate) ; F-iirbrolhcr, 
Philosophy of Green; R. B. C. Johnson, The Metaphysics of Knotcledge, 
Being an Exarntnafton of T. 21. Green’s Theory of Realily: Sidg^’lck, 
Lectures on Green, Spencer and Martincau; Grieve, Das geistige Princip 
in der PhUasophte Grrrns; 0. V. Jame^, Green und der 
tluirhead. The S’rrricc of the State: Four Ixcturcs on the I'olitica! 
Teaching of Green; Ritchie, The Principles of State Interferenee; 
Pring!e-PattL«on, Hegelianism and Personality; JfeCunn, Six Radical 
Thinkers. See al«o articles in Mind, Philosophical Retiev, and Inter- 
national Journal of Ethics. 
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The philosophical standpoint of Green is that of objective 
idealism, Tvhich he developed under the influence of the German 
idealists and in opposition to the traditional Eng- ^ • 

lish conceptions of the world and of life. On the ^ 
basis of Kant’s criticism and the idealistic metaphysics of his 
successors, he attacks the empiricism of Hume, the hedonism of 
Llill, and the evolutionism of Spencer, and seeks to supplement 
natural science ■with a spiritualistic metaphysic. His philosophy 
is an attempt to do justice to the opposing tendencies of his 
time, — to rationalism and empiricism, religion and science, pan- 
theism and theism, Greek culture and Christianity, the theory 
of perfection and Utilitarianism, libertarianism and determin- 
ism, individualism and universalism. Man for Green is not merely 
a child of nature: how could a being that is merely a result 
of natural forces form a theory of those forces as explaining 
himself! Man is a spiritual being and as such not a member 
in the series of natural events (phenomena). There is in him 
a principle not natural, and the speciflc function of this prin> 
ciple is to render knowledge possible. The same spiritual prin- 
ciple that makes knowledge possible has another expression, which 
consists in the consciousness of a moral ideal and the deter- 
mination of human action thereby. Without the assumption of 
such a spiritual self, there can he neither knowledge nor 
morality. 

Natural science deals with the natural, the phenomenal, the 
temporal and spatial, with matters of fact which are ascertain- 
able by observation and experience. Philosophy, or metaphysics, 
deals with the spiritual or noumenal, the principle of which 
these facts are the expression. The fault of the empiricists and 
the evolutionists is that th^' treat that which produces this 
phenomenal order as the product of this order. There can be 
no knowledge of nature without a unifying, organizing spiritual 
principle; so far Green agrees with the Critique of Kant. But 
he goes bej’ond it in concluding with the post-Kantian idealists, 
that there can be no order of nature itself without such a prin- 
ciple. Nature is a manifold, and yet there is unity in it; hence, 
we must interpret it in analogy 'with self-cooscioasncss, and 
regard it ns a spiritual cosmos, as a system of related facts, 
rendered possible by an eternal intelligence. That there is such 
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an all-uniting consciousness, is implied in the existence o! a 
world. What it is, we can know only through its acting’in us: 
it enables us to have knowledge of a world and a moral ideal. 

The question arises, "What is man’s place in such a xmiverse! 
As a knowing, self-conseions being, man exists as free activity, — 
as activity that is not in time, not a link in the 
chain of natural becoming, — which has no ante- 
cedents other than itself. Self-consciousness has 
no origin, it never began because it never was not. All the 
processes of brain and nerve and tissue, all the functions of life 
and sense, including the successive phenomena of our mental 
history, are determined by the universal consciousness. But 
human consciousness itself is a reproduction of the universal 
mind, at least bo fat as it is qrnthetie and self-originative. We 
are not so much determined by the universal consciousness as 
made the subjects of its self-communication. The evolution 
theory, Green thinks, does not affect this view. The human 
organism may have evolved out of the animal ; the animal or- 
ganism may have been modified so, in countless generations, 
that an eternal consciousness could realize itself and reproduce 
itself through its functions. 

Green shows that a mere succession of impressions or sensa- 
tions is not knowledge, that knowledge is not possible with- 
out a self that has these sensations and organizes them. Simi- 
larly, he points out, a mere succession of animal wants, or 
impulses, or appetites, does not constitute httnian action: it is 
not the same as a subject presenting such wants to himself. An 
appetite or animal w’ant is a natural event, but not a motive 
proper: it does not move to a distinctively human action unless 
it is presented by a self-conscious subject to liimself, unless, in 
other words, he consciously makes the want or impulse his own, 
adopts it, identifies Jilmself with it, and strives to bring into 
real existence the ideal object of which he is conscious in the 
impulse or want. Merely to be pushed into action hj* an animat 
appetite is not human action or conduct. Wlicn a man identi- 
fies himself with one of the impulses, or pas.sions, or influences, 
or tendencies towards different objects, he tcills. His willing is 
a desire in which the man enacts himself, as distinct from one 
which acts upon him. Now, it is true, the kind of good a person 
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presents to himself depends on his past passion and action and 
on circumstances, is due to the past history of his inner life 
(determinism). But throughout the past experience, he has been 
an object to himself, and thus the author of his acts. He is, 
therefore, responsible for the kind of good that moves him now. 
Besides, he can conceive a better state for himself and can, there* 
fore, seek to become, and become in the future, other and better 
than he is now (free will). 

It is because man can conceive a better state of himself, can 
seek to realize this state, can will, that he is a moral agent. 
He can do this because he is a self-conscious sub- 
ject, a reproduction of the eternal self-conscious- 
ness. The idea of a better state is a communication in germ 
of the ideal, or ultimate end, in God’s mind. This idea operates 
in a man by keeping before him an object which he presents 
to himself as absolutely desirable. It has been the moralizing 
agent in human life. 

What, then, is the moral good! It is that which satisfies the 
desire of a moral agent. The true good is an end in which the 
effort of a moral agent can really find rest, it is an end which 
his basal self, bis real will, regards as an unconditional good, 
as sometliing having absolute worth, as absolutely desirable. 
Now man has the conception of something absolutely desirable 
tn himself. This self is a self affected by many interests, also 
by interests in other persons. The other men ore ends to me; 
or rather, tliey are part of the end, included in it, included in 
the end for which I live in living for raj'self. That is, I con- 
ceive as the highest good the realization of human personality, 
the perfection of the human soul, the unfolding of its capacities; 
and in slrhing after this goal I needs must help other souls; 
there must be at work in my mind the idea of an absolute and 
common good, good for me and others. With this idea, however 
restricted in range it may be, there is given, in promise and 
potency, the ideal of which the realization would be perfect 
morality, the ideal of a society in which every one shall treat 
cverj' one else as a neighbor, in which to every rational agent 
the well-being or perfection of every other such agent shall be 
included in that perfection of himself for which he lives. 

It is said that we should not be what we are, morally, if it 
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had not been for the action upon our ancestors of law and 
authoritative custom. This is true. But such law and custom 
are themselves the products of rational beings, of beings with 
ideals. Besides, the individuals submitting to them recognize 
an interest in them, set a value on these forms of behavior which 
require them to restrict their inclination to pleasure. 

At first, the moral ideal is only a demand unconscious of the 
full nature of its object, but it is different from the desire for 
pleasure. At its lowest, it is a demand for some well-being 
which shall he common to the individual desiring it with others ; 
and only as such a demand does it yield those institutions of the 
family, the tribe, and the State, whieli further determine the 
morality of the individual. The natural development of insti- 
tutions, and reflection on them as well as on the well-reputed 
habits of action which have been formed in their maintenance 
and as their effect, help to influence the formation of a more 
adequate conception of the end or demand. An ever-widening 
conception of the range of persons involved results, and tlie ideal 
of a imiversal society coextensive with all monlcind develops. 

We have no adequate idea of the perfect life, hut the ideal 
is the perfection of the whole man and the perfection of man 
in society. Such a life must be determined by one harmonious 
will, — a will of all which is the will of each, — a devoted will. 
By such a devoted will Green means nothing abstract, hut a 
whole world of beneficent activities, which the devoted will sliall 
sustain and coordinate. Moreover, he holds that the moral ^'alue 
of an action depends on the motives or the character which it 
represents, assuming, however, that the truly moral motive will 
always produce moral acts. 

Green exalts the self-sacrificing, social typo of goodness, the 
type of the reformer, and ra ttws gvs%s expression to tlie spirit 
of o^ur times. But he seems to have even a higher regard for 
the saint, for the religious type of goodness, for the medieval 
type of perfection. The most final form of moral endeavor, he 
tells us, is a spiritual act in which the heart is lifted up to God, 
in which the whole inner man goes forth after an ideal of per- 
sonal holiness. This has an intrinsic value, not derived from 
any result beyond itself to which it contributes. Both the good 
will (the social will) and this spiritual act have intrinsic value? 
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the difference is that the practical expressions of good will have 
also value as means, because th^r issue in ameliorations of hu- 
man society. But, after all, the purpose of all these ameliora- 
tions is to produce such a holy heart. After all, the supreme 
value for man is man himself in his perfection. Hence, the 
practical type of goodness and the more self-questioning or con- 
sciously God-seeking type are each intrinsically valuable, be- 
cause the value of each rests on character, heart, and will. 
Neither type is barren of effects, only the effects in the case 
of the reformer are more overt and transient, while in the case 
of the saint they are more impalpable and immanent. 

The truth in Green’s thought is this: the purpose of all social 
devotion and reform is, after all, the perfection of man on the 
spiritual side, the development of men of character and ideals. 
Green expresses the idea in language that has a religious tinge: 
he speaks of holiness as a lasting mode of this perfection; of 
the spirit of self-abasement before the ideal of holine-ss, as a 
state of mind hamg the highest value. The final purpose of all 
moral endeavor must be the realization of an attitude of the 
human soul, of some form of noble consciousness in human 
personalities. Social reform is a good thing, but social reform 
must have some end beyond the promotion of mere physical 
comfort and material satisfaction. It is well enough to food 
and house human bodies, but the paramount question will always 
he : What kind of souls are to dwell in these bodies ? 

Among modem writers on ethics who have been influenced by 
Kant and Green as well as by Utilitarianism (in so far as that theory 
finds the criterion of moral conduct in its effect on human welfare) 
are: J. S. Mackenzie, Manual of Ethics, 1892; J. H. Mairhead, Ele- 
ments of Ethics, 1892; Rashdall, Theory of Good and Evil, 1907, 
Ethics, 1913; J. Dewey, Ethics (with J. U. Tofts), 1903. (For other 
representatives of idealistic ethics see Thilly, Introduction to Ethics, 
chap, vii.) 

The most subtle and best known of contemporary Eng- 
lish idealistic thinkers is F. H. Bradley (born 
1846), the Zeno of modem philosophy, as be 
has been called, whose metaphj'sical system is 
presented in its maturest form in Appearance and liCaUty. 

The Presuppositions of Critical History, 1874; Ethical Studies, 1877 ; 
The Principles of Logic, 2 vols., 1883; Appearance and Eeality, 1893; 
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articles in ’Mind. On Bradley see references on p. 550; Rashdall, 
The Metaphysic of Sradley; articles in philosophical journals; Hoff* 
ding, Modeme Philosophen. Cf. the work of Bosanquet, The Principle 
of Indh'idualittj and Value, 1911. 

"With the German idealists Bradley agrees that metaphysics 
is an attempt to know reality as against mere appearance; or 
the study of first principles or ultimate truths; or the effort 
to comprehend the universe, not simply piecemeal or by frag- 
ments, but somehow as a whole. Wc have n knowledge of the 
Absolute, certain and real, though incomplete. Since man has 
an instinctive longing to reflect on ultimate truth, it is well that 
the attempt to think about and comprehend reality be as thor- 
ough as our nature permits. With Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, and 
the Romanticists he regards the discursive understanding as in- 
competent to understand the world. A critical examination of 
a number of ways of regarding reality (the notions of primary 
and secondary qualities, substantive and adjective relation and 
quality, space and time, motion and change, causation and ac- 
tivity, the self, things-in-thcmseivcs) reaches the negative result 
that they are all self-contradictory: wo can discover no unity 
in phenomena; everything turns out to be mere appearance. 
Appearances, however, exist, that is absolutely certain. But 
though appearance is inconsistent with itself, and cannot, there- 
fore, be true of the real, it cannot be divorced from reality. The 
question arises, What is the nature of this reality to which ap- 
pearances belong? Can we say more of it than that it exists? 
Is it merely Kant’s thing-in-itsclf or Spencer's Unknowable? 
Bradley conceives ultimate reality as a self-consistent whole 
embracing all differences in an inclusive harmony ; the bewilder- 
ing mass of phenomenal diversity must be at unity and self- 
consistent; for it cannot be elsewhere than in reality. More- 
over, its confenfs are nothing but sentient experience; feeling, 
thought, and volition are all the material of existence, and there 
is no other material actual or possible. It is impossible for us 
finite beings to construct this absolute life in its detail, to have 
the specific experience in which it consists ; but we can gain an 
idea of its main features because these are within our own 
experience, and the idea of their combination is, therefore, in 
the abstract, quite intelligible to us, 
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At this point, Bradley joins the ranks of those who seek for 
help, in solving the world-problem, in other functions of the 
mind than intellect. He does not, however, appeal 
to mystical intuitions to bring him face to face Immediate 
with the Absolute, but finds in ordinary human Tbou"ht*^°^ 
experience a hint of the meaning of ultimate real- 
ity. We have the experience of a whole in mere feeling or 
immediate presentation. This whole contains diversity, and, on 
the other hand, is a harmony. It serves to suggest to us the 
general idea of a total experience, where will and thought and 
feeling may 'all once more be one. Wc can form the general 
idea of an absolute experience in which phenomenal distinctions 
are merged. Hence, Bradley concludes, wc have real knowledge 
of the Absolute, positive knowledge built on experience, and 
inevitable when we think consistently. 

Mere thinking, therefore, will not bring us into the promised 
land. Thought is relational and discursive: it shows a dissec- 
tion and never an actual life. If it ceases to be this, it commits 
suicide; and yet if it remains this, how docs It contain immediate 
presentation t Thought aims to reach an immediate, self- 
dependent, all-inclusivc individuality, but in reaching it, it would 
lose its own character. Bradley tries to solve this dilemma by 
showing that it can form the idea of an apprehension, some- 
thing like feeling in directness, which eontaius all the character 
sought by its relational efforts and so satisfies it. Merely imme- 
diate feeling will tell us notliing of the Absolute, nor will mere 
discursive relational thinking; but wc can understand the Abso- 
lute if we tr>' to come as near to immediate feeling or apprehen- 
sion ns we can, that is, if wc form on idea of it. The entire 
reality will he merely the object thought out in such a way that 
mere thinking is absorbed. This same reality will bo feeling 
that is satisfied completely. Id both these cases, we possess the 
immediacy and strength of simple apprehension, and arc not 
forced by its inconsistencies to pass into tlie infinite process, 
that is, to keep on relating and dissecting without over seeing 
things whole. So, too, volition, if willed out, becomes our Abso- 
lute; for here, too, we reach the identity of Idea and reality,, 
or unity in diversitj’. It is true, wc cannot imagine bow in 
detail the outline of such an immediate experience is filled up, 
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but we can say that it is real and that it Unites certain 
general characters within the living system of one undivided 
apprehension. 

The Absolute, then, is knowable in the way described. It is 
a harmonious system, not the sum of things ; it is the unity in 

mi 11 , . which all things coming together are transmuted, 
The Absolute . , . , , f n i. i 

in which they are changed all alike, though not 

changed equally. In this unity, relations of isolation and hos- 
tility are affirmed and absorbed. Error, ugliness, and evil are 
transmuted and absorbed in it; they are all owned by and all 
essentially contribute to the wealth of the Absolute. There is 
not one mode to which the othei^ belong as its adjectives, or 
into which they can be resolved. Nature, taken in the sense of 
a bare skeleton of primary quality, is dead, and cannot be called 
either beautiful or adorable- So understood, it has but little 
reality, it is an ideal construction required by science, and it 
is a necessary working fiction. "We must add to our conception 
of nature the secondary qualities, joys and sorrows, affections, 
the emotions excited by it, beauty. All the special sciences, 
physical as well as mental, deal with fictions only: soul and body 
are both abstractions, appearances, or special aspects of reality; 
and both idealism and materialism are half-truths. 

Reality is one experience. "We can discover nothing in it that 
is not either feeling or thought or will or emotion or something 
else of the kind. Does not solipsism follow from tbisi No, says 
Bradley, finite experience never, in any of its forms, is shut in 
by a wall. In our first immediate experience the Whole Reality 
is present ; the Whole, as a substantive, is present in each of its 
adjectives. A finite experience already partially is the universe. 
The total universe, present imperfectly in finite experience, 
would, if completed, be merely the completion of this experience. 
Wliat I experience is in one aspect the state of myself or my 
soul. But it cannot be the mere adjective of my self. The self 
is an outgrowth of reality, a phenomenon; how then can ex- 
perience be its product! 

Reality, then, is not merely mj/ experience; nor does it con- 
sist of souls or selves. The Absolute is not personal because 
it is more, it is superpersonaL It is personal in the sense that 
it is nothing but experience, that it contains all the highest 
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that wc can possibly know and feel, and is a unity in whicli 
the details arc utterly pervaded and crabraecd. But the term 
is misleading; the Absolute stands above, and not below its 
internal distinctions, includes them as elements of its fullness. 

The Absolute has no histoiy of its own, though it contains 
histories without number. They arc but partial aspects in the 
region of temporal appearance. To deny progress to the uni- 
verse, leaves morality where it was. As to immortality, a per. 
sonal continuance is possible, and it is but little more. Still, 
if any one can bt'licvc in it and finds himself sustained by that 
belief, — after all it is possible. But it is better to be quit of 
both fear and hope than to lapse back into any form of degrad- 
ing superstition. 

Truth is one aspect of experience. So far as it is absolute, 
it docs give the general type and cliaracler of all that possibly 
can be true and real. .tVnd the universe in this general elmr- * 
acter is known cornplotely. It is not kno^^'n, and never can be 
known, in all its details. It is not known, and it never, as a 
whole, can be known, in such a sense that knowledge would bo 
the same as experience or reality. Truth is the whole world 
in one aspect, an aspect supreme in philosophy, and yet even in 
philosophy conscious of its own incompleteness. 

The leader of the idealistic school in tlie United States is 
Josiah Boyce (born 185o), professor at Harvard University, 
a man of broad scholarship, speculative grasp, and _ 
literary taste. Our world of common sense, ac- ^ 
cording to his teaching, has no fact in it which wo cannot inter- 
pret in terms of ideas, so that this world is throughout such 
stuff as ideas arc made of. All the reality that icc can attribute 
to it, in so far as tcc know and can tell what we mean thereby, 
becomes an ideal. There is, in fact, a certain system of ideas 
forced upon us by experience, which we have to use as the gxiide 
for our conduct. "We call it the world of matter. But is there 
not something yonder that corresponds in fact to this series of 
experiences in its? Tes, but it is itself a system of ideas out- 
side of our minds but not outside of every mind- If my world 
yonder is anything knowable at all, it must be in and for itself 
essentially a mental world. It exists in and for a standard, a 
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universal mind, "whose system of ideas simply constitutes the 
world. Minds I can understand because I am myself a mind. 
An existence that has no mental attribute is to me wholly 
opaque. Either a mind yonder or else the unknowable, that is 
your choice. But nothing absolutely unknowable can exist ; the 
notion of it is nonsense. Everything knowable is an idea, the 
content of some mind. If capable of being known by a mind, 
this essence is then already essentially ideal and mental. The 
real world must be a mind or a group of minds. 

But how do I ever reach those ideas of the minds beyond 
me? In one sense you never do or can get beyond your own 
ideas, nor ought you to wish to do so, because all those other 
minds that constitute your outer and real world are in essence 
one with your own self. The whole world is essentially one- 
world, and so it is essentially- the world of one self and Thai art 
Thou. The self that means the object is identical with the 
larger self that possesses the object, just as when you seek a 
lost idea. This deeper self is the self that knows in unity all 
truth. There is then but one self, organically, reflectively, con* 
sciously inclusive of all selves, and so of all truth. It is the 
Logos, problem-solver, all-knower. Absolutely the only thing 
sure from the first about tliis world is that it is intelligent, 
rational, orderly, essentially comprehensible, so that all its prob- 
lems are somehow solved, all its darkest mysteries are known 
to the Supreme Self. This Self infinitely and reflectively tran- , 
scends our consciousness, and, therefore, since it includes us,* • 
it is at the very least a person, and more definitely conscious 
than we are ; for what it possesses is self-reflecting knowledge, 
and what is knowledge aware of itself, but consciousness? The 
natural and spiritual orders, the physical and the moral orders, 
the divine and the human, the fatal and the free, may, accord- 
ing fo Royce, be reconciled on ETant^s doctrine of the tran- 
scendental or extra-temporal freedom and the temporal necessity 
of all our actions. 

This account of Royce ’s philosophy is taken from his Spinf 
of Modern Philosophy. In Ins large systematic work, The World 
and the Individual, the theory is worked out with great detail 
and applied to the interpretation of the facts of nature and of 
man. Partly owing to the nature of the problems with which 
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lie is dealing, and partly, perhaps, in order to ward off the 
criticism of exaggerating the intelJectiialistic element, Iloyce 
places greater emphasis upon the volitional and purposive side 
of experience in these later volumes than in the earlier presen- 
tations of his views. “ To be means simply to express, to em- 
body the complete internal meaning of a certain absolute system 
of ideas, — a system, moreover,, which is genuinely implied in 
the true internal meaning or purpose of every finite form of the 
idea, however fragmentary'.'* The final form of the idea, the 
“ final object sought when wc seek Being, is (1) a complete ex- 
pression of the internal meaning of the finite idea with which, 
in any case, we start our quest; (2) a complete fulfilment of 
the will or purpose partially embodied in this idea; (3) an indi- 
vidual life for which no other can be substituted.” 

In other words, Eoyce seeks to ‘escape the charge of intellec- 
tualism by emphasizing the active aspect of ideas, and the chaise 
of mysticism, by emphasizing the place of the individual self in 
the absolute self. 

In his Philosophy of Loyalty, an eloquent presentation of his 
ethical theory, Royce deduces the idealistic world-view from 
the basal moral principle, loyally to loyalty, that is, loyalty to 
a cause that makes possible tbc greatest amount of loyal^ or 
devotion to a cause. My causes must form a system, they must 
constitute a single cause, a life of loyalty ; they must make uni- 
.yersal loyalty possible. Loyalty, therefore, implies faith m a 
universal cause, in a highest good, in a highest spiritual value. 
If this principle is to have any meaning, if it is no mere illu- 
sion, there must be a spiritual unity, a unity in which all \’alues 
are preserved. The principle of loyalty is not only a guide of 
life, it shows ns or reveals to us an eternal all-embracing unity 
of spiritual life, a being that preserves and upholds truth and 
goodness. We have here a moral argument for the existence of 
God, similar to that presented in Kant’s Critique of Practical 
lieason. 

Works; The jReUyious Aspects of Philosophy, 1SS5; The Spirit of 
Modem Philosophy, 1892; The Conception of God, 1897; Studies of 
Good and Evil, 1898; The "World and the Individual, 2 vols., 1900, 1901; 
Outlines of Psychology, 2902; Herhert Spencer, 2904; The Philos~ 
ephy of Loyalty, 1903; TT. James and Other Essays, 1911; The Sources 
of Eeligious Insight, 1912; The Ptoblem of Christianity, 2 vols., 1913. 
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Among American writers who have been influenced by Kant, 
the post-Kantians, Lotze, or kindred thinkers of Germany, Eng- 
land, and France, either through an independent study of these 
philosophers or through American teachers of philosophy, we 
mention: "W. T. Harris (+1909), J. Watson, G. T. Ladd, 6. H. 
Howison, A. T. Ormond, B. P. Bownc (+ 1910), J. E. Creighton, 
J. G. Hibben, E. Albee, Maiy W. Calkins, R. M. Wenley, H. 
Gardiner, C. B. Strong, J, H. Tufts, A. K. Rogers, C. M. Bake- 
well, A. 0. Lovejoy, J. A. Leighton, and W. E. Hocking. The 
younger members of this group (notably Creighton, Bakewell, 
Lovejoy, Albee), in defending idealism against the criticisms of 
pragmatism and neo-realism, have developed this doctrine in such 
a way as to include what they regard as the valid elements in 
these opposing schools. 


CONTEMPORARY REACTION AGAINST RATIONALISM 
AND IDEALISM 

We find in present-day thought many signs of dissatisfaction, 
not only with idealism, which has long been the predominant sys- 
tern, but also with the methods and results of ra- 
Tendencies tionalistic science and philosophy in general, both 
of which, so it is held, destroy the freedom of the 
individual and leave no room for human values. Whether, with 
natural-scientific mechanism, we proceed from moving particles 
of matter or, with objective idealism, from logical concepts or 
universal purposes, human life is said to be degraded to a mere 
epiphenomenon. Many attempts have been made in the history 
of speculation to escape the consequences to which human tliink- 
ing seemed to lead, — attempts which arc being renewed to-day 
in slightlj' varying forms. The opposition to rationalism, 
however, is not confined to those whose chief concern is to save 
the individual from the determinism, of both naturalism and 
spiritualism, but exists in the ranks of natural science itself, 
among thinkers infinenced in their tlieory of knowledge by Hume 
and the positivists. We may distinguish several lines of thought 
in the contemporary reaction against the traditional school, some 
of which, it is to be noted, are followed by men of widely differ- 



REACTION AGAINST RATIONALISM AND IDEALISM 563 


ent temperaments, — by skeptics, faitb-philosopbers, and rational- 
ists alike. According to some, the human intellect is unable ,to 
solve the world-riddle: metaphysics is impossible. They hold 
either that knowledge is limited to the study and description of 
the facts of experience or that it is a mere instrument in the serv- 
ice of the will to live or that its conclusions,— even in the field of 
natural science, — are mere conventions, or symbols, or approxi- 
mations to the truth ; or they accept every one of these positions. 
Other thinkers, agreeing that the intellect or the discursive under- 
standing cannot comprehend the meaning of reality, discover a 
surer source of knowledge in other phases or functions of the 
human soul, — in feeling, belief, immediate or pure experience, 
will, or intuition, — and seek in them a way of escape from skepti- 
cism, mechanism, determinism, atheism, and all the cheerless 
doctrines against which the individual revolts. This movement 
is not new in philosophy, as we have seen ; indeed, we find anti- 
intellectualistic or anti-rationalistic tendencies within the ranks 
of the idealistic school itself, — in Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Lotze, 
Eucken, Windelband, Sliinsterberg, Renouvier, Bradley; — and 
it is in this school that the leading innovators of the day have 
been reared and with which they continue to have much in com- 
mon. Another group of men, who resemble Herbart in many 
respects, defend rational intelligence against its scientific and 
philosophical critics, but oppose the organic conception of 
idealism, its monism, and its alleged subjectivism, regarding 
analysis as the true method of a scientific philosophy, and 
pluralism and realism as its logical results. There are also those 
who lay the chief stress of their opposition on the spiritualistic 
phase of the traditional views and return to a natural realism, 
conceiving things not as the appearances of a subjective or ob- 
jective mind, but as wholly independent of mind, and mind as 
something that has arisen in the process of the evolution of the 
things themselves. 

We shall consider some of the contemporary writers who give 
expression to the spirit of discontent which characterizes latter- 
day philosophical thought. 

Merz, Sistorij of European Thought in the Nineteenth Century, 3 
vols.; Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencies; ThiUy, Pomanticism 
and Pationalism, Phil. Bev., 1913, and The Characteristics of the 
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Present Age, Hibhert Journal, October, 1911; van Beealaire, La phi- 
losophie en Amerique; Lyman, Theology and Human Problems; 
"Walker, Theories of Knouiledgej Fooillee, La pensee; A. Bey, La phi- 
losophie moderne; articles on contemporary philosophy by Benrubi, 
Mackenzie, Thilly, Amendola, Hofifdmg, Calderon in Revue de tneta~ 
physique et de morale, September, 1908; Chiappelli, Les tendences vives 
de la philosophie contemporaine, in Rev. phil., March, 1910, and Lalla 
critica al nuovo idcalismo; Bertbelot, Vn romanticisme utilitaire; 
Ruggiero, La filosofia conietnporaneaj Gaultier, La pensSe contem- 
poraine; Goldschmidt, Wandlungen in der Philosophie der Gegenwart; 
Eueken, Main Currents of Modern Thought; Stein, Philosophische 
Stromungen der Gegenwart; Riehl, Philosophie der Gegenwart; 
"Windelband, Die philosophisehen Riehtungen der Gegenioart, in Grosse 
Denher; Hoffding, Moderne Philosophen (in French: Philosophes con- 
temporains), and Englische Philosophic; Baumann, Deutsche und ausser- 
deutsche Philosophie der letzten Jahrzehnie; Ueberweg-Heinze, op. cil.. 
Part III, vol. II; Falckenberg, Geschickie der neuern Philosophic, 
7th ed. ; W, Caldwell, Pragmatism and Idealism, 1913. 

-71. The New Positivistic Theory of Knowledge 

Ernst Mach (professor of physics and philosophy, bom 1838; 
Analysis of Sensations, 1886, 5th cd. 190G, Popular SdeiiU/iG 
Lectures, 4th ed. 1910) offers n theory of knowledge 
based on the phenomenalism of Hume and the posi- 
tivists: the world consists solely of our sensations, and the thing- 
. in-itself is an illusion. Not axioms or c priori truths, but im- 
mediate pure experience constitutes the basis of his theory of 
knowledge. The aim of science is the complete description of 
facts, that is, of the contents of our consciousness ; its sole busi- 
ness is to discover the connection of the not-further-analyzable 
'elements of sensation, — to recognize these connections instead of 
seeking to explain them. by metaphysical presuppositions. The 
way to develop a universal physical phenomenology, one embrac- 
ing all fields, a physics free from all hypotheses, is by analogies. 
Science begins with hypotheses, but these are mere temporary 
expedients to enable us to understand the facts, a kind of in- 
direct description, and are gradually replaced by direct observa- 
tion, that is, verified by experience or the appearance of sensa- 
tions. All science consists in a schematic reproduction of facts, 
in thought. ■ It would be futile to mirror the world in thought if 
it were not possible to find something relatively constant in mani- 
fold change. In every scientific judgment a great number of 
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observations are embraced or compressed : our concepts and judg- 
ments are abbreviated thought-symbols for groups of sensations, 
a kind of shorthand method of expressing the facts. This is the 
principle of the eco7iomy of thought. A law is nothing more 
than a comprehensive and condensed statement of facts, a state- 
ment only of that phase of the facts which is important to us. 
Matter is merely a uniform complexus of sensations. The self, 
likewise, is a group of sensations. The relatively more fixed and 
constant phase of the sensation-complex is impressed upon the 
memory and experience in language (body). The complex of 
memories, moods, feelings (connected with a particular body) 
which is called the ego, is another relatively constant phase. 
Sensations considered as dependent on my body constitute the 
subject-matter of psychology; the same sensations considered 
as dependent on other bodies form the subject-matter of physics. 
Bodies do not produce sensations, but complexes of sensations con- 
stitute bodies. Thu world does not consist of mysterious things- 
in-themselvcs that produce, in interaction with the ego, other 
mj’sterioas things called sensations. The aim of science is to 
connect the less constant, not yet sufficiently established rela- 
tions with the more constant, established ones. 

Although this theory limits knowledge to the field of our 
sensations and is, therefore, opposed to metaphysics, — a futile 
undertaking that merely disturbs the economy of science, — Slach 
seeks a philosophical basis for it in voluntarism. Knowledge is 
an instrument of the will, the result of the needs of practical 
life (pragmatism). Thoughts are not the whole of life; they 
are,’ as it were, fugitive flashes of light, intended to illuminate • 
the path of the will. We need a world-^dew that will bring 
ns into some sort of relation with the environment: in order 
to obtain it in an economic manner, we create science. The agree- 
ment of thought and observation is a means of adaptation 
and selection. The notions of body and ego are mere tempo- 
rary makeshifts for practical orientation in the world, and must 
be given up; likewise the notions of atoms, forces, and laws. 
Every practical and intellectual need is satisfied as soon as our 
thoughts succeed in reproducing the sensible facts. We are 
satisfied when our thoughts bring before us the totality of the 
sense-data which belong together, so tliat they almost seem to 
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be a substitute for them. Mach speaks of an impulse to ideal- 
ize, schematize, and complete facts. 

The empirio-critieal school, of which .R, Avenarius (1843-1896; 
Kritik der reinen Erfahrung, 1888, f., Der menschliche TFclf- 
1891) is the founder, follows along similar 
venanus lines pursued by Mach. The only method of 
knowledge is description based on exact perception. Scientific 
philosophy is the descriptive determination of the form and con- 
tent of, the universal notion of experience. Pure experience is 
the experience common to all possible individual experiences, and 
the business of knowledge is to eliminate the illogical individual 
* elements. We are approximating to such a pure empirical con- 
ception of the universe. Originally, all men had the same notion 
of the world; but by “ intro jecting ” into experience thought, 
feeling, and will, by splitting it up into outer and inner experi* 
ence, into subject and object, reality has been falsified. By^"- 
eliminating ** introjection,” we restore the original naiural view 
of the world: pure experience. 

Views similar to those of Mach are expressed by James Clerk Max- 
well (1831-1879; Scientific Papers), ■William Clifford (1845-1879; |w- 
ing and Thinking, 1879, Common Sense of the Exact Sciences. 188o)j 
Karl Pearson (bom 1857; Grammar of Science, 1802, 2d ed. 1900), and 
H. Hertz (1857-1894). Aecording'to Henri Poincarl (1857-1013; 
science et Vhypotliise, 1902, transl., La valeur de la science, 14th ed., 
1906), the axioms of science are convenient definitions or conventions; 
our choice among all the possible conventions is guided by experi- 
mental facts, but is arbitrary and is limited only by the necessity of 
avoidmg all contradiction. 


72. Pragmatism 

William James (1842-1910) was influenced in his thinking 
by his biological studies, by English empiricism, and by the tcach- 
^ ing of Charles Renouvicr. It was Renouvicr’s 

masterly advocacy' of pluralism, he himself tells us, 
that freed him from the monistic superstition under which he 
had grown up. The “block-universe,” the rigoristic, deter- 
ministic systems of both materialistic and spiritualistic monism, 
did not satisfy him: “ if everything, man included, is the mere 
effect of the primitive nebula or the infinite substance, what 
becomes of moral responsibility, freedom of action, individual 
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effort, and aspiration j what, indeed, of need, uncertainty, choice, 
novelty, and strife? ” Does not the individual become a mere 
puppet in the hands of the absolute substance, -whether con- 
ceived as universal matter or as universal mind? Such a sys- 
tem cannot satisfy all the demands of our nature, and hence 
cannot be true. The test, then, of a theory, of a belief, of a 
doctrine, must be its effect on us, its practical consequences. This 
is the prof/niafic test. Always ask yourself what difference it 
will make in your experience whether you accept materialism or 
spiritualism, determinism or free will, monism or pluralism, 
atheism or theism. One is a doctrine of despair, the other a 
doctrine of hope, “ On pragmatic principles, if the hypothesis 
of God works satisfactorily, in the widest sense of the word, it 
is true.” 

; The test of truth, then, is its practical consequences: the pos- 
session of truth is not an end in itself, but only a preliminary 
means to other -vital satisfactions. Knowledge is an instrument j 
it is for the sake of life, life not for the sake of knowledge. 
James enlarges this pragmatic or instrumental conception so as 
to include in the idea of practical utility: logical consistency 
and verification. True ideas are those that we can assimilate, 
validate, corroborate, and verify. Ideas that tell ns which of the 
realities to expect count as the true ideas. You can, therefore, 
say of truth that it is useful because it is true, or that it is 
true because it is useful. “ Truth in science is what gives us 
the maximum possible sum of satisfactions, taste included, but 
consistency both with previous truth and novel fact is always 
the most imperious claimant.*' 

Even with these important additions to the pragmatic formula, 
it is anti-intellectualistie in the sense that, in order to be true, 
a philosophy must satisfy other than logical demands. And the 
practical moral and religious demands favor pluralism, freedom 
and individualism, spiritualism, and theism, according to James. 
These are the conceptions in which the will believes and to 
save which our pragmatist repudiates the intellect as the absolute 
judge of truth. Still, consistency is always the most imperimis 
claimant. 

Although the absolutistic hypothesis that perfection is eternal, 
■aboriginal, and most real, has a perfectly definite meaning and 
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works religiously, the pluralistic way agrees with the pragmatic 
temper best. For it sets definite activities at work ; a pluralistic 
world can only be saved piecemeal and de facto as the result of 
the behavior of a lot of caches. We may believe, also, that there 
is a higher form of experience extant in the universe than our 
human experience ; on the proofs that religious experience affords 
we may well believe that higher powers exist and are at work 
to save the world on ideal lines similar to our own. 

James reaches the same results from another side, from the 
side of radical or pure empiricism, which opposes both the 
classical rationalism and the classical English empiricism. It is 
not true that whatever is rational is wol; whatever « experienced 
is real. Only, we mtist take experience as it exists before it has 
been manipulated by conceptual thinking, — experience in its 
purity and primitive innocence, — if we would reach reality. We 
must go behind the conceptual function altogether and look to 
the more primitive flux of the sensational life for reality’s true 
shape. Philosophy should seek this kind of living understanding 
of the movement of reality, — not follow science in vainly patch- 
ing together fragments of its dead results. Philosophy is more a 
matter of passionate vision than of logic, logic only finding rea- 
sons for the vision afterwards. 

With German idealism James agrees that the scientific under- 
standing mutilates reality, and he agrees with it, also, in the 
view that our ordinary sense-cxpcricncc does not reveal it in its 
true colors. But, not unlike Bradley, he puts his faith in a 
living unsophisticated human experience. Rcalitj’ is pure experi- 
ence independent of human thinking; it is something very 
hard to find; it is what is just entering into experience and 
yet to be named, or else it is some imagined aboriginal presence 
in experience, before any belief about the presence has arisen, 
before any human conception has been applied. It is what is 
absolutely dumb and evanescent, the merely ideal limit of our 
minds. We may glimpse it, but we never grasp it; what we 
grasp is always some substitute for It whicli previou-s human 
thinking has peptonized and cooked for our consumption. Yet, 
this immediate experience is a unity in diversity; the unity is as 
original as the diversity. Empiricism is, therefore, wrong in 
saying that our psychic life consists of a multiplicity of inde- 
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pendent sensations, and rationalism is wrong in saying that 
these are combined by categories in the unity of a soul. The 
notion of a combining medium called soul is superfluoiis because 
there are no independent elements to combine. Both conceptions 
are abstractions. Reality is, in part, the flux of our sensations, 
coming we know not whence} partly, the relations that obtain 
between our sensations or between their copies in our mind ; and, 
partly, previous truths. Some of these relations are mutable and 
accidental, others are fixed and essential, but both are mattere 
of immediate perception. Relations, categories, are matters of 
direct experience, not different from the things or phenomena: 
ideas and things are “ eonsubstantial, ” made of the same stuff. 

James seems to vacillate between two views: reality is pure 
experience, experience independent of all thought, to which the 
life of the infant or semi-comatose person approximates} and 
reality is the entire field of the adult consciousness, experience 
permeated with thongbt. Perhaps his meaning is that the latter 
form of it grows out of the former. There is a sensible flux, he 
tells us, but wbat is iruc of it seems from first to last largely 
a matter of our own creation. The world stands really raallcabJe, 
waiting to receive its final touches at our hands. Reality is not 
ready-made and complete from all eternity, but still in the 
making, unfinished, growing In all sort of places where thinking 
beings are at work. Truth grows up inside of all the finite ex- 
periences} they lean on each other, but the whole of them, if 
such there be, leans on nothing. Nothing outside of the flux 
secures the issue of it ; it can hope salvation only from its own 
intrinsic promises and potencies. Behind the bare phenomenal 
facts there is nothing, no thing-in-ilself, no Absolute, no Un- 
knowable ; it is absurd to attempt to explain the given concrete 
reality by an assumed reality of which we can form no idea 
except through symbols drawn from our experience itself. This 
sounds like subjective idealism, but is not intended as such by 
James, who never doubted the existence of an extra-mental 
world} the pure original experience is not subjective, but ob- 
jective; it is the primordial stuff which grows conscious. 

Radical empiricism makes for pluralism: experience shows us 
multiplicity, diversity, opposition, and not a block-univcrsi’*, 
not the completely organized harmonious system of the Abfiolu- 
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tists or Monists, in wliieh all differences and oppositions are recon- 
ciled. Besides, the pluralistic universe satisfies the demands of 
our moral nature, whieli the absolutistic universe does not; 
it is justified by the pragmatic method. Indeed, monism, too, 
is not a mere doctrine of the intellect; its acceptance depends 
on its consequences: it satisfies the mstiietic and mystical im- 
pulses of some natures. But it does not account for our finite 
consciousness 5 it creates a problem of evil; it does not account 
for change; and it is fatalistic. Pluralism takes perceptual ex- 
perience at its face value, and the concrete perceptual flux, 
taken just as it comes, offers in our own activity-situations 
perfectly comprehensible instances of causal agency or free will. 
There is room for change, for novelty, for the unconditioned 
in the world (tychism or fortuitism) . And pluralism is melioris- 
tic : the world may be saved on condition that its parts shall do 
their beat. The melioristic univeree is conceived after a social 
analogy, as a pluralism of independent powers. It will suc- 
ceed just in proportion as more of these work for its success. If 
none work, it will fail; if each does his best, it will not- fail. And 
in such a world man is free to risk realixing his ideal. 

Theism is the only conception of God that will satisfy our 
emotional and volitional nature. God is a part of the universe, 
a sympathetic and powerful helper, the great Companion, a con- 
scious, personal, and moral being of the same nature as our- 
selves, with whom we can corac into communion, as certain ex- 
periences (sudden conversions, faith-cure) show. To be sure, 
this theistic hypothesis cannot be completely proved, but neither 
can any system of philosophy be proved; every one of them is 
rooted in the will to believe. The essence of faith is not feeling 
OP intelligence, but will, the will to believe what cannot be 
scientifically demonstrated or refuted. 

Works of James: The Principles of Psychology, 2 vols., 1600; The 
Tr«7/ to Believe, 1897; Tallis to Teachers, 1899; Varieties of Jteligious 
Experience, 1902; Pragmatism, 1907; The Meaning of Truth, 1900, 
A Fluralistic Universe, 1009; Some ProWetns of rinlosophy, 1910; 
Memories and Studies, 1911; Essays in Radical Empiricism, 1912. 

Flournoy, The Philosophy of IT. James, transl. ; Boutroiix, W. James, 
tmnsl. by Ilenderson; R<^'ce, IT. James and Other Essays; Pratt, 
TTAo; is Pragmatismt; Schinr, Anti-Pragmatism; Murray, Pragmatism: 
Hubert, Le pragmaiisme; article on “ Prapmatiem ” by F. C. S. SchiUer 
in the Britannica; many articles in Ibe philosopbical journals. 
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Jolm Dewey (born 1859) is no less radical than James in his 
opposition to the old philosophies. He does not tire of flouting 
the old methods, which he conceives as aiming at 
realities lying behind and beyond the process of 
nature and as carrying on the search for these realities by means 
of rational forms transcending ordinary modes of perception 
and inference. Such problems, he thinks, have no real meaning, 
and are solved very simply by evaporating. He protests against 
setting up a universe, in analogy with the cognitive side of 
human nature, as a system of fixed elements in fixed relations, 
be they mechanical, sensational, or conceptual, and making all 


the other phases of man's nature, — beliefs, aversions, affections,— 
mere cpiphenomena, appearances, subjective impressions or ef- 
fects in consciousness j against relegating concrete selves, specific 
feeling and willing beings with the beliefs in which they declare 
themselves, to the phenomenal; and against a world in which 
man’s strivings are already eternally fulfilled, his errors already 
eternally transcended, his partial l^liefs already eternally com- 
prehended, in which need, uncertainty, choice, novelty, strife 
have no place. Reality is for him, the evolutionist, not a com- 
pletely given, ready-made, fixed system, not a ^stem at all, hut 
changing, grotviug, developing things. A real philosophy must 
abandon inquiry after absolute origins and absolute finalities in 
order to explore specific values and specific conditions that gen- 
erate them. The sole verifiable and fruitful object of knowledge 


is the particnlar set of changes that generate the object of stuiily, 


together with the consequences that flow from them. No in- 
telligible question can be asked about what is assumed to lie out- 
side, — about the wlmle essence back of special changes, about 
an intelligence that shaped things once for all, or about the 
nifimate goal of good. The interesting questions to the evoiu- 


tionistic philosopher are not the old questions of ontology, but 
practical, living, moral, and social questions: how special changes 
serve and defeat concrete purposes, how things are even now 
shaping particular intelligences, how to realize the direct incre- 
ments of justice and happiness that intelligent administration 


of existent conditions may beget and that present carelessness or 
stupidity will destroy or forego. To idealize and rationalize the 
universe at large is to shift a burden of responsibility upon the 
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shoulders of the transcendent. Philosophy must become a 
method of moral and political diagnosis and prognosis,— lie 
world is in the making, and we must help to make it. 

Such a new philosophy calls for a revision of the theory of 
thinking, for a new evolutionary logic which frankly starts out 
from the fact of thinking as inquiring and purely external ex- 
istences as terms in inquiries. The revised theory of thinking will 
construe validity, objectivity, truth, and the test and system of ^ 
truth, on the basis of what they actually mean and do within 
the inquiry-activity. Dewey sees in thinking an instrument for 
the removal of collisions between what is given and what is 
wanted, — a means of realizing human desire, of securing an 
arrangement of things which means satisfaction, fulfilment, 
happiness. Such a harmony is the end and test of thinking: suc- 
cess in this sense is the end and test. "When the ideas, views, 
conceptions, hypotheses, beliefs, which we frame succeed, secure 
harmony, adjustment, we call them true. Successful ideas are 
true. We keep on transforming, changing our ideas tmtil they 
work, that is, we make them true, verify them. The effecth*e 
working of an idea, its sticcess, is its truth. When I say the 
idea works, it is the same as saying it is true. Successful work- 
ing is the essential characteristic of a true idea. The success of 
the idea is not the cause nor the evidence of its truth, but is its 
truth ; the successful idea is a true idea. The test or criterion of 
truth lies in the harmonized reality effected by the idea. Wher- 
ever there is an improved or tested idea, an idea which has made 
good, there is a concrete existence in the way of a completed 
or harmonized situation. We must not, however, separate the 
achieved existence from its process. When it is taken just as 
given, separated from its process, it is neither truth nor a 
criterion of truth, but just a state of facts like any other. There 
are cases in which an idea ceases to exist ns idea jost as soon 
as it is made true. Scientific ideas, however, like the law of 
gravitation, operate in many otiicr inquiries no longer as mere 
ideas, but as proved ideas. 

Thinking sert'cs human purposes, is useful, removes collision, 
satisfies desire; and its utility, its teleology, is its trutlj. The 
human will, in other words, instigates thinking, which is an in- 
strument for realizing human aims. The fixities (atoms, God) 
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have existence and import only in the problems, needs, struggles, 
and instrumentalities of conscious agents and patients. We have 
a universe in which uncertainty, doubtfulness, really inhere, 
and in which personal attitudes are real. 

The revision of the theory of thinking also brings the prin- 
ciple of belief into its own. Belief, — sheer direct unmitigated 
personal belief, — reappears in science as working-hypothesis. 
Beliefs are the most natural and most metaphysical of all things ; 
knowledge is the human and practical outgrowth of belief? 
knowledge is an oi^anized technique for working out the im- 
plications and interrelations of beliefs, and for directing their 
formation and emploiunent. Beliefe, therefore, modify and 
shape reality; and empirical conscious beings genuinely deter- 
mine existences. If this is so, there is no need of fear that 
natural sciences are going to encroach upon and destroy our 
spiritual values, because wc can always translate our values 
(social and political) into existences (institutions). The world 
in which Dewey is interested is the practical social world of 
living, working individuals. 

The world is in the making and will always be in the making,— 
we shape it to our ends; — and in this process the thinking and 
belief of conscious personal beings play an active part. It is to 
be remembered that knon'ing is not the sole and genuine mode 
of experiencing for Dewey, Things, — anything, everything, — 
are what they are experienced as being, and every experience 
is some thing. Things arc experienced as known, but they 
are also experienced rcsthetically, morally, economically, and 
technologically; hence to give o just account of anything is to 
tell what that thing is experienced os. This is the fundamental 
postulate of immediate empiricism. If you want to find out what 
any philosophical term, — subjective, objective, physical, mental, 
cosmic, cause, substance, purpose, activity, evil, being, quan- 
tity, — means, go to experience and see what it is experienced 
ns. The individual is not merely a knower, but an emotional, 
impulsive, willing being; the reflective attitude is evoked by the 
will, the basal or primal side of self. 

"Works of Dewey: Psychotoffy, ISS6; Study of Ethics, 1S91; Studies 
irt Logical Theory (with his pupfls), 1903, 2d ed^ 1909; Ethics (with 
J. II. Tufts), 1909; Influence of .Dartcin on Philosophy, and Other 
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Essays, 1910; The School and Soetety, 1899; and many articles in tte 
philosophical journals. 

Other pragmatists are: P. C. S. Schiller (Studies in Ruffianism, 1007, 
Personal Idealism, with Sturt and otliers, 1902, Plato or Proiagorast 
1903, Pormol Logic, 1912) ; H- Sturt (Personal Idealism, 1902, Idola 
fJicofrt, 1906) ; A. W. Moore (Pragmatism and its Critics, 1910); U. 
Bawden (Principles of Pragmatism, 1910) ; Father Tyrrell (Lex orandi, 
1903, Lex credendi, 1906) ; J. E. Boodin, Truth and Beality, 1912; Q. 
Blondel (L’action, 1893) ; W. Jerusalem (Introduction to Philosophg, 
5th cd., 1910, transl.); H. Vaihinger (Die Philosophie des Als Ob, 
1911) ; G. Jaboby (Der Pfai7matiiiM«s, B)09) ; Papini (Iritrodusione al 
pragmalismo, 1907, in " Leonardo ”). Seo also article by C. S. Peirce in 
Popular Science Jflonlhly, January, 1878. 


The protest against our traditional conceptions reaches a 
nlimar in the teaching of the German individualist Friedrich 
Nietzsche (1844-1900), who, although he wrote be- 
le zsc e appearance of American pragmatism, may ■ 

be regarded as the enfant terrible of the whole movement of dis- 
content. He not only antagonizes the old theories and methods, 
but sweeps away the old values and condemns the entire trend of 
our modem civilization, considering the historical attitude as the 
cause of the weakness of our age; strong, reverent, burden-bear- 
ing man carries too many heavy strange words and values of the 
past on his back. It is the function of philosophy, so he de- 
clares, to transform all values (Umtccriung alUr TVerte), to 
create new values, new ideals, and a new civilization. 

Nietzsche accepts the fundamental notion of Schopenhauer that 
the will is the" principle of existence, but this will he conceives 
not merely as the wDl to live, but as the ^vill for power: life 
is essentially a striving for a surplus of power, and this exuberant 
instinct is good: Mies Guie ist Instinkt. Upon this idea he bases 
his estimate of the intellect, — of knowledge, science, philosophy, 
and truth. The mind or intellect is merely an instrument m 
the hands of instinct, of the will for life and power ; it is the 
“ little reason,” created by the body; the body and its instincts 
are the ” big reason.” ” There is more reason in your body than 
in your wisest wisdom.” Knowledge has value only in so far as 
it preserves and promotes life, or preserves and develops the 
species; hence, illusion is as necessary as truth. To put truth 
above error and illusion, to love truth for its own sake instead of 
as a means of life, is turning things upside down, is a diseased 


PRAGilATISJI 


575 


instinct. Indeed, this ideal of truth for the truth's sake is only 
another form of asceticism; the denial or negation of life for 
something else. 

Besides, Nietzsche goes on to tell us, there is no such thing 
as universal truth. The propositions which have been offered 
as such are errors. Thinking is really inaccurate perception: 
it looks for similarities and ignores differences, thus producing 
a false picture of reality. There is nothing permanent, no sub- 
stance, no universal causal nexus, no purpose in nature, no 
definite goal j the universe does not care for our happiness or our 
morality, and there is no divine power outside of it that can 
help us. Knowledge is a tool for power: utility for preservation 
is the motive behind the development of the organs of knowl- 
edge. We arrange the world in our thoughts in such a way as to 
make our existence possible, hence we believe in something 
permanent and regularly recurring. We reduce the confused 
plurality of experiences offered us, to a rational and man- 
ageable scheme by means of formulas and signs which we invent; 
the purpose being to deceive ourselves in a useful way. In 
this sense the will for truth is the will to master the plurality of 
sensations, — to string the phenomena on certain categories. 
Ilence, logic and tlie categories of reason are simply means 
of arranging the world for ntility-purposes, of arranging it so 
that we can handle it. Bat the philosophers have made the mis- 
take of regarding these categories, these formulas, these handy 
forms, as criteria of truth, as critcrio of reality; they have 
naively made this human way of looking at things for the sake 
of preservation, — this anthropocentric idiosjmerasy , — ihe meas- 
ure of things, the standard of the ** real " and unreal.” And 
in this way it came to pass that the world was divided into a 
real world and a seeming world, and that tJie vei^' world to live 
in which man had invented his reason, — ^this world of change, 
becoming, plnrality, opposition, contradiction, war, — was dis- 
credited and calumniated; that it, the real world, was called a 
world of semblance, a mere appearance, a false world, and that 
the invented fictitious world, the alleged world of permanence, 
the unclianging, supersensuous world, the false world, was en- 
throned as the true world. 

AU we know directly is the world of our desires and instincts; 
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and all our instincts may be rednced to the fundamental in- 
stinct, — the will for power. Every living being strives to in- 
crease its power by vanquishing other beings ; that is the law of 
life. The goal is the creation of supermen, of a higher type, of a 
race of heroes; and this cannot be realized without struggle, pain, 
suffering, and injury to the weak. Hence, war is preferable to 
peace ; indeed, peace is a symptom of death. We are not here 
for our pleasure, for our happiness; we are not here for any 
purpose, but being here we must hold our own, assert ourselves 
or go down. Pity, therefore, which Schopenlraner had made the 
source of all morality, is bad : it injures him that gives and him 
that takes; it weakens both the strong and the weak, it saps the 
strength of the race, and is bad. 

It is true that life is terrible, but that is no reason for pessi- 
mism. Indeed, pessimism and renunciation are impossible except 
in a diseased and degenerate race; for the desire for life is 
too strong in a healthy mind to be overcome by pain and battle. 
Life is an experiment, a sifting process in wbicb the sbeep are 
separated from the goats. It is selective, aristocratic. It brisgs 
out the inequalities in human nature, it shows that men are not 
equal. Some men are better than others, stronger in body and 
mind. The better men, the natural-bom aristocrats, should 
have more privileges because they have more duties than the 
plebeians, the rabble. The best men should rule. Hence democ- 
racy, socialism, communism, anarchism are all impossible, they 
all contradict the ideal, tliey all prevent the development of 
strong individuals,- Slavery in some form or other has always 
existed and will always exist. The modern laborer has simply 
taken the place of the ancient slave. Nor can women have the 
same rights as men because they are not equal to men in initiative, 
energy, and will. Our greatest danger to-day lies in the mania 
for equality. 

Our traditional morality is also rejected by Nietzsche because it 
is based on pity and favors the weak and decadent against the 
strong. Religion, too, particularly Christianity, is repudiated 
for the same reason ; and his contempt for science and philosophy 
is to be explained in the same way, — ^by his glorification of the 
will for power. Peace, happiness, pity, self-denial, contempt of 
the • world, effeminacy, non-resistance, socialism, communism, 
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equality, religion, pliilosophy, and science are all rejected because 
they contradict life ; and all systems of thought and all institu- 
tions •which regard these things as valuable and worthy to be 
sought after for their own sakes are i^mptoms of decadence.* 

Among the predecessors of Nietzsche is the extreme individaalist 
ilax Stimer (Caspar Schmidt, 1S06-1856; Der Eimige und sein Ei~ 
gentum, 1845, transl. by JIackay). 

Wor^ of Nietzsche: Die Gehurt der Tragodie, 1872; Also sprach 
Zarathustra, 18S3, ff.; Jcnseits ton Gut und Bose, 18S6; Ztir Genealogie 
der Moral, 1887. Collected works ed- by Koegel, 1695, ff.; collected 
letters, 1900, ff. English translations ed. by A. TUJe. 

E. Foerster-Nietzsche, Das Leben F. Nietzsches, 2 vols.; mono- 
graphs by Dolson, Miigge, Riehl, Vaihingcr, Gallwitz, Ziegler, R. Rich- 
ter, R. M. Mej’er, Lichtenberger (French and German) ; Rud. Eisler, 
Nietzsches Erkenntnistheorie und Metaphgsik, 


73. iNTumoNisii OP Hemu Bergson 

The most interesting and popular figure in the anti-rational- 
istic movement of our day is Henri Bergson (born 1859), whose 
■writings, like those of 'William James, have found 
a large number of sjTnpathetic readers outside of 
academic circles. With the Romanticists, prag- 
matists, and mystics he proclaims the incapacity of science 
and logic to penetrate the husk of reality; in tho presence 
of life and movement conceptual thinking stands helpless. 
Science can apprehend only what is crystallized in death, the 
waste product of creation, that which stands still, the inert 
residue that escapes time or becoming, that about which we can 
make predictions. And yet, the work of the intellect is not 
without its purpose; it is, as the pragmatists declare, an instru- 
ment in the service of the will to live. But it is also more 
than that, according to Bergson; and pragmatism is only a half- 
truth. Conceptual thought is well adapted for emplojTncnt 
in a dead, static world, in the world of inert matter where 
mechanism reigns, and here it has won its greatest ■victories. 
Where there is no individnality, no inwardness, nothing but 
dead surface, science and Ic^c have both practical and theoretical 

• Cf. TbilJy, The Philosophtf of Friedrich Nitizschc, Popular Eeience 
Slonthlg, December, 1005, from wbich parts of tlie above account have been 
taken. 
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worth. When, however, they extend their operations to the 
world in which everything is moving, growing, becoming, living, 
they mutilate and falsify the real. Baffled by the infinite variety 
and change of forms, and taking the whirling flux for illusion, 
the intellect proceeds to construct a bony skeleton, a rigid 
framework, and substitutes this as the true reality for the dis- 
turbing and unpleasant temporal succession. It keeps forever 
reading static elements, eternal substances and causes, into the 
flux, and dropping out, as mere appearance, what does not fit 
into the logical scheme. The ideal of science is a static world; 
it translates the flowing time into apace relations: for it dura- 
tion, movement, life, and evolution are mere illusions; it mecha- 
nizes them all. Life and consciousness cannot be treated mathe- 
matically, scientifically, l<^ieally; the scientist who studies and 
analyzes them in the ordinary mathematical-physical ways, cuts 
them up, destroys them, and misses their meaning. The meta- 
physician cannot give us sctcntt/ic knowledge of them; philosophy 
is and must remain a direct vision of reality, a Weltanschauung 
in the literal sense of the term, an intuition. Intuition is life, 
real and immediate life envisaging itself. There is something in 
the universe analogous to the creative spirit of the poet, a liv- 
ing,, pushing force, an elan vital, which eludes the mathematical 
intelligence and which can be appreciated only by a kind of 
divining sympathy, a feeling which approaches nearer to the 
essence of things than reason. Philosophy is the art of com- 
prehending or seizing the universe in its process, in its vital 
impetus. Our intuitions are something like instinct, — a con- 
scious, refined, spiritualized instinct, — and instinct is still nearer 
life than intellect and science. The real, the “ becoming,” the in- 
ward ” duree,” life and consciousness, we can apprehend only 
through the faculty of intuition. Only by observing for the 
sake of observing and not for the sake of acting, will the Abso- 
lute reveal itself. Its essence is psychological, not mathemati- 
cal or logical. A normal philosophy miwt do justice to both 
intelligence and intuition, for only by a union of these two 
faculties will the philosopher succeed in approximating to the 
truth. 

The sharp distinction which Bergson makes between intelli- 
gence and intuition, science and philosophy, has its ground in 
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liis dualistically-tinged metaphysics.* Slatter is a kind of im- 
mense machine without raemoiy; mind or consciousness is a force 
essentially free and essentially memorj', a creative . 

force whose character is to pile up the past on tlie ^ “P ijsics 
past, like a rolling snowball, and at cver>’ instant of duration to 
organize with this past something new which is real creation. 
Consciousness is not a mere arrangement of parts succeeding 
each other, but an indivisible process in which there is no repeti- 
tition, — free, creative action. Consciousness is in principle pres- 
ent in all living matterj indeed, life is nothing but consciousness 
\ising matter for its purposes. A living being is a reservoir of 
indetermination and unforcseeability, a rcser\’oir of possible 
actions, or, in n word, of choice. Life avails itself of a certain 
elasticity in matter, and tarns it to the profit of liberty by 
stealing into whatever infinitesimal fraction of indetermination 
that inert matter may present. The animal performs voluntarj- 
movements by simply producing the infinitesimal spark whicli 
sets off the potential energy stored up in the foodstaffs. 

Consciousness is action that continually creates and multi- 
plies, while matter is action that continually unmakes itself 
and wears out. Neither the matter constituting the world 
nor the consciousness which utilizes this matter can be .ex- 
plained by itself; there is a common source of both this matter 
and this consciousness. The whole evolution of life on onr planet 
is an effort of this essentially creative force to arrive, by trav- 
ersing matter, at something which is only realized in man and 
which, even in man, is realized only imperfectly. In seeking 
to organize matter and to make it an instmment of liberty, 
consciousness has itself been ensnared: liberty is dogged by 
automatism and necessity, and in the long run is stifled by it. 
"With man alone the chain has been broken; the human brain 
can oppase to every contracted habit another habit ; it sets neces- 
sity to fight agaiast necessity. We are free when our acts spring 
from our whole personality, when they arc the expression of that 
personality; hence, real nets of freedom are rare in our lives. 

Matter plays the role both of obstacle and stimulus, cause.s us 
to feel our force and also enables us to intensify it. Joy (not 
pleasure) is a sign which apprises us cverj* time our activity is 

• Soc tU article, Lift and Conteioutntt*,in nihlertJoumat, OctoVr, 1011. 
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in full expansion, an emphatic signal of the triumph of life; 
wherever joy is, creation has been. The ultimate reason of 
human life is a creation which can be pursued at every moment 
and by all men alike, the creation of self by self, the continual 
enrichment of personality by elements which it does not draw 
from outside, but causes to spring forth from itself. The p^- 
sage of consciousness through matter is destined to bring to 
precision, — in the form of distinct personalities, — tendencies 
or potentialities which at first were confused, and also to permit 
these personalities to test their force whilst at the same time 
increasing it by an effort of self-creation. But consciousness is 
also memory, one of its e^ntial functions is to accumulate and 
preserve the past 5 in pure consciousness nothing of the past is 
lost, the whole life of the conscious personality is an indivisible 
continuity. This leads tis to suppose that the effort continues 
bej/ond. Perhaps in man alone is consciousness immortal. 

Works of Bergson: Time and Free Will, 1888, transl. by Pogson} 
Waiter ond Memory. 1896, transl. by Paul and Palmer} Laughter, 1900, 
transl. by Rothwell; Introduction to Metaphysics, 1903, transl. by 
Hulme; Creative Evolution, 1910, transl. by llitcheH} Life and Con- 
acioueness, in Hihhert Journal, October, 1011. 

Carr, Sergson; Le Roy, A Nexo Philosophy: IJ. Bergson, transl. by 
Brown; A. D. I^dsay, The Philosophy of Bergson^ J. M. Stewart, 
Critical Exposition of Bergson’s Philosophy; Dodson, Bergson and the 
Modern Spirit; Bertbelot, Un romanticisme utilitaire; Grandjean, Cne 
revolution dans la phihsophie; Coignet, De ITaiit d Bergson; Brod 
and Weltscb, Anschauung und Begriff; numerous articles in the pbi- 
losophical journals. 

74. Realistic Reaction Against Idealism 

Bergson, agreeing with the German idealists, finds scientific 
knowledge wanting because it analyzes and divides existence; 
Neo-Realists seeks a method that will do justice to the 

organic nature of reality, A realistic reaction 
against idealism has arisen in England and in the United States 
which regards science as the most certain body of knowledge 
and looks upon tlic divorce of philosophy from science as dis- 
astrous for philosophy.* In accordance with what it believes to 
be the spirit of the scientific method, this school rejects the idcal- 
* See Marvin, A First BooX tn Metaphysics, chap. i. 
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expanding and readjusting processes. The things are not ideas 
representing other things outside of consciousness, but real 
things, which, by being in consciousness, have the capacity of 
representing each other, of standing for or implying each other. 

Russell, Foundations of Geometry, 1901, Principles of Mathematics, 
1903, Philosophical Essays, 1910, The Problems of Philosophy, 1911; 
G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica, 1003, Ethics, 1912; Marvin, A First 
Boob in Metaphysics, 1912; Perry, Approach to Philosophy, 1907, The 
Moral Economy, 1900, Present P&ilosoyliicQl Tendencies, 1911. See 
also the articles by all the realists in the philosophical journals. 


75. Rationalism and its Opponents • 

Peculiar to the anti-intellectualistic philosophies of the pres- . 
ent day is their antagonism to ultra-deterministic systems of any 
kind, materialistic or idealistic. They all plead for 
Merits of a more elastic universe, for a world in which human 
amount to something more than a mere 
pxippet-show or a drama in which the characters 
simply play the parts cast for them. They all repudiate a world 
in which freedom, initiative, individual responsibility, novelty’, 
adventure, risk, chance, romance, — ^life os the individual un- 
touched by philosophy seems to live it, — are lacking ; the interest 
is shifted from the universal to the particular, from the machine- 
like to the organic, from the intellect to the will, from logic to 
intuition, from the theoretical to the practical, from God to man. 
Recent Romanticism demands a world in which the human 
being shall have a fighting chance, which, with effort, he can 
fashion to his purposes and ideals, in which he can succeed and 
■fail. It wants the world back again as it revealed itself to 
ordinary unreflecting common sense. 

There is much that is good in these new tendencies. For one 
thing they have put the old classical systems on their mettle and 
are making them justify their existence. Without antagonisms, 
without battles to fight, philosophy easily falls to sleep, sinks 
into '* the deep slumber of a decided opinion.” Conflict is bet- 
ter than self-satisfied assurance or indifference. ” War is the 
Father of all and the King of all,” in the domain of mind as 

* The following pages have been taken from the author’s article Roman- 
ticism and Rationalism, Phil. Rev., March, 1013. 
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gence that has helped to free ns from the slavery of nature and 
the slavery of our own superstitions. Such an appeal is made 
by eveiy anti-intellectualist, yes, by every pragmatist who asks 
us to accept his theory because it is rational, because it accounts 
for the facts as he sees the facts, because it is true, — ^true in the 
old sense o£ the word. And reasons are always given, even by 
faith-philosophers; they construct a world for us in which the 
vail to believe will not constitute an irrational element. Kant 
accepted the categorical imperative and its implications because 
he believed in a rational universe and because a universe did 
not seem intelligible to him in which human reason could demand 
an irrational thing, a meaningless law. 

It would, however, be a valid objection against the competence 
of the intellect if it could be shown that it falsifies reality, that it 
compels us to construct world-view that simply is 
Intelligence not true. Such an objection presupposes the posses- 
reality ® metaphysic or other sources of knowledge 

which we are able to oppose to the conclusions of 
reason as something more real and authoritative. If the in- 
^ telligence saddles us with a block-universe and there is no block- 
universe, intelligence ought to be drummed out of camp. But the 
question quite naturally arises: Does the human understanding 
.really squeeze all life out of existence and leave us nothing but 
a bony skeleton? Does rational thought demand an absolutely 
closed system, one in which nothing exists that w’as not there 
before, nothing that cannot be deduced in principle, without a 
remainder, from preexistent elements? Does it follow from 
the very nature of reason that what now is always has been 
and always will be, that there is nothing new under the sun, 
that the new is nothing but a rearrangement of the old? If ''i’c 
define reality, in the first place, as rigid, inert blocks of matter 
that can be pushed and pulled and nothing else, it foUo^vs that 
nothing can come out of it that was not there* before. If 
conceive reality as mind, and mind as a thing, as something that 
can do nothing unless pushed by something else, or as a static 
universal purpose, then, again, the world is a closed systems 
nothing can come into it that was not already there before. But 
we are not compelled to define reality in either way, and human 
I intelligence is not by nature forced to conceive it so; it is com- 
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pelled only to accept the consequences of such a definition if 
such a definition be accepted. Moreover, this is not the view of 
reality which the great historical ^stemg have given us; to 
construe them in this sense is to misconstrue them. It is true, 
the human mind has its ways of thinking; our very problems 
follow from the nature of our thought and certain results follow. 
There is not a single faith-philospher, intuitionist, or pragmatist 
who does not think in these general human ways, who does not 
try hard to be consistent, .wlio does not look out for similarities 
and differences in his experiences, who does not single out and 
hold fast certain phases of them, and who does not relate them 
in definite ways. The mind has its ways, and some of these 
ways, if left to themselves, tend to stretch reality npon a static 
' Proemstean frame to make it fit; there is always danger of one- 
sidedness in intelligence, that, instinct-like, it will spin the same 
old web around everything it meets, that it will apply everywhere 
the methods which Kant, Fichte, Schelling, and Bergson allow it 
to use only in the dead world, that it will try to handle life and 
consciousness as it would handle its corpses. There is this danger, 
and the thinker who deals largely in abstract formulas often 
succumbs to it. But it is just the business of philosophy to 
avoid this very danger, to apply the methods intelligibly? the 
cure for intelligence is more intelligence. 

There is nothing whatever in the nature of the human mind to 
force it to reduce all reality to dead blocks that can be counted, 
arranged in order, and measured. There is nothing to hinder 
it from doing justice to the dynamic, living, flowing, galloping 
phase of experience, to that phase about which the new philos- 
ophers are so much concerned. Rationalism is not fatally bound 
to the mathematical-physical method of procedure and static 
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and intuition as pilots; reason itself provided the remedy for 
the short-sightedness of the discursive understanding, as he con- 
ceived it. 

But whether or not Hegel succeeded in his attempt to repro- 
duce in thouglit the dynamic cosmic process, human reason does 
not demand a static world for its satisfaction. 
^™oso h must we, to be rational, conceive reality, in 

analogy with the mind of the logician, as a fleshless 
and bloodless skeleton of categories, or reduce it to a passionless 
contemplative God. Philosophy has as its aim the interpreta- 
tion of experience as it finds it; it seeks to understand it, to 
render it intelligible, to put certain questions to the given 
and to answer them. It does not seek to spin reality out of 
a priori truths, to constmet a conceptual system independently 
of experience, to shut its eyes and slop up its ears and just think 
the world out in the dark, as it were. It proposes to look experi- 
ence squarely in the face, to see things as they are and then to 
understand them in the only sense in which human beings can 
understand them, that is, In their manifold relations to one an- 
other. It will not reject any methods or sources of experiencing 
that promise to throw light on its business, be they intellectual, 
‘artistic, or religious intuitions; but it will not accept any one of 
them without criticism, any more tlian it will accept ordinary 
sense-experience offliand. 

And, so far as can be seen, no now school of philosophy 
attempts to force its intuitions or wills to believe upon us uithout 
giving reasons for our accepting these methods of knowledge 
rather than others: the only question is whether or not the rea- 
sons are adequate. There is always some more or loss rational 
theory behind the view that pure experience, or immediate ex- 
perience, or intellectual intuition, or sympathetic artistic feeling, 
or moral or religious faith, gives us the clearest and truest insight 
into reality. Blind faith in witches and demons is not accepted 
on its own testimony by tliose in whom the will to know is strong, 
and no alleged experience is going to pass unchallenged that 
cannot give an account of itself. 

The inner experiences emphasized and variously named by 
Fichte, Schclling, Bei^son, and countless others, the inner psychic 
life of man himself, cannot be cast aside or reduced to mere ap* 



RATIONALISM AND ITS OPPONENTS 


587 


pearance unless there is ample cognitive warrant for so doing. 
The protests of the new movements against the mechanization of 
life and mind may be justified, but they are not 
protests apinst intelligence and rationalism; ra- 
tionalism itself has protested against a static and 
mechanical view in the persons of a long line of illustrious think- 
ers ever since the days of Plato. And the protests of the re- 
formers against a spiritual block-universe, against the atomic 
conception of mental life or the idea of a teleological despotism 
ruled by an arch-purpose, may be justified, but it is not a valid 
protest against rationalism, which is in no wise compelled to look 
at mental life in such a wooden w'ay. Rationalism is committed 
to nothing but the business of understanding experience, of put- 
ting questions fo if, — not such as any £<m1 may ask hat only such 
as a wise man can answer. 

It is true, reason can operate only in a rational world, in a 
world in which there is likeness besides difference, unity besides 
plurality, permanence besides change. It does not demand a 
dead, static world for its workshop; it is not baffled by life and 
change and evolution, even by creative evolution and novelty, 
provided creation and novelty are not absolutely capricious: 
in a topsy-turvy world reason would grow dizzy and shut its 
eyes. "With absolute caprice, witli novelty that is utterly with- 
out rhyme or reason, that appears and disappears at random 
and is absolutely unrelated to anything else, neither intelligence 
nor intuition can do anj’thing whatsoever. There is no meaning 
in novelty except in relation with the old; where there is no 
oldness there can be no newness. The entrance of novelty will 
not, however, put a quietus on rational inquiry. The phenomena 
of life and the phenomena of consciousness may be unique events 
in comparison with mechanical occurrence, and rationalism will 
have to admit their uniqueness if it cannot reduce them to a 
single principle. It is not the business of human reason to falsify 
the world of experience, but to understand it; it keeps before 
itself the ideal of unity and simplicity, but it is not bound to bury 
all differences in a single grave. It is itself a unity in diversity, 
a one and many, and it will not do violence to its own nature. 

There is nothing to hinder us from calling the method of 
thought which results in the medianization of experience inieUi- 
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Moreover, if rationalism is taken to mean the ’degradation of 
the seeming diversity of experience to mere illusion, and the 
absolute domination of concrete particulars by an abstraction, 
call it matter, energy, spirit, or God, the protests of pluralism I 
are just. Unity without plurality is death, as plurality without! 
unity is chaos. Indeed, thinking itself would be as absolutely/ 
dumb in the presence of absolute monotony as in the presence 
of absolute chaos. And so would sense-perception and feeling 
and intuition. Rationalism does not compel us to reduce all 
processes to a single principle; a world of differences, opposi- 
3 tions, changes is not an irrational world. It is true that knowl- 
edge would be impossible in a world in which there are no 
unities and imiformities, but it is just as true that it would be 
I impossible in a world in which there is neither difference nor 
change. Rationalism does not prescribe the goal and path of 
science or philosophy a pri(yn} it does not fasten the mind in the 
strait-jacket of mathematical-physical method; it does not com- 
pel us to reduce biology, psychology, and history to physics; 
it does not force us to reduce everything to static absolutes \| 
and block-imiverses. It leaves ample room for adventure and 
change; it takes experience as it comes and finds rhyme and 
reason in it. Even if nature and her laws were conceived as 
constantly changing, rationalism would not give up the ghost 
so long as there remained the possibility of discovering a law 
of change in the changing laws. Only in case there were no 
law of change, if nature were utterly lawless, would rationalism 
fail. But in that case, all the other philosophies, — pragmatism, 
intuitionism, and the rest, — would go down with the wreck, for 
every one of them is an attempt to understand experience, and 
none of them could thrive in an irrational world. And in such a 
world as that nothing would work. ^ I 

The fundamental postulate of rationalism is that experience f 
is somehow intelligible, that all genuine problems are somehow 
and sometime soluble ; if reason can ask them intelligibly, reason 
can answer. But the demand for rationality docs not neces- 
sarily preclude the possibility of freedom, responsibility, change, 
novelty, evolution, and play into the hands of absolute deter- 
mmism. It is true, if reality is broken np into a physical series 
of causes and effects or into a mental series of the same character, 
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then the concrete particular, thing or person, is caught in the 
clutches of circumstance, ha they mechanical or teleological. 
■Whether he b coerced by the physical machinery or by a uni- 
versal purpose, man is equally a slave. But why should we 
interpret our categories of cause, purpose, and evolution in 
I such a wooden way and insist on seeing everything, life and 
' consciousness included, in the form of static absolutes f To 
conceive them so is to take a decidedly narrow and unhistorieal 
view of reason and intelligence and to give an easy vietoiy to 
mechanism. The way of escape from the block-universe is not 
through Romanticbm, but through' a broad-minded rationalistic 
philosophy. 
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in the Renaissance, 231 f., 232 f.; 
works of, in Middle Ages, 163, 
174, 180 f. 
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119 f., 363* f„ 371, 373, 379 ff., 
504. 

Communism, 19, 72. 

Comte, A., 505* ff., 517, 535. 

Concepts. See Ideas, Nominalism, 
Realism, and Uni\'ersal3. 

Conceptualism, 173. 

Conceptual thought. See Discursive 
Thought. 

Concomitance, 372. 

Concrete unlveTsal, 467 ff. 

Condillac, E., 329, 331*, 603 f. 

Conditioned, law of, 514 f. 

Condorcet, IM., 331, 388. 

Conscience, 46 f., 174, 200, 228, 322, 
332 ff., 45511. 

Conscrratlen of energy, 3C7, 402, 
640; of motion, 281, 367, 640 f. 

Constitutive use of reason, 417 f. 

Contemptus mvndi, 161. 

Continuity, principle of, 307, 370, 
371, 373, 417 f., 611. 

contract theory, 103, 243 f., 270, 
306, 320. 

Contradiction, 23 f., 28. 29, 249, 
4C5ff., 470 ff., 630. Bee also Op- 
posites, Union of. 

Conybeare, J., 330. 

Copernican theory, 237. 

Copernicus, N., 235, 237, 2G4. 

Cordemoy, G., 229. 

Corinthus, 101. 

Comutus, 120. 

Corpuscles, 2S0, 321, 341. 

Cosmogony, 0 IT., 66 f. 

Cosmological argument, 1491., 
ICOf., 195, 211, 262, 267, 290, 
322, 358, 373; criticism of, 415. * 

Cosmology, C4ff., 85 ff., 109 ff.. 
410 ff. 
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444 f., 527 f., 552 f., 562, 667. Bee 
also Free Will, and Original Sin. 

Development, 82 ff., 87, 380. See 
also Evolution. 

Dewey, J., 555, 671* ff. 

Dialectical method, 467 ff. 

Dialectical process, 453, 465 f. 

Dialectics, 26, 20 f., 43, 45, 52 ff., 
67, 60 ff., 117, 409 ff., 460. Bee 
also Logie. 

Dialogues of Flato, 69. 

Dianoetical virtues, 00. 

Diesarebus, 04. 

Diderot, D., 387 f., 60G. 

Dietrich of Freiberg, 205. 

Digby, E., 250. 

Dilthey, W., 601 f. 

Diodorus, 58. 

piogenes of Apollonla, 18. 

Diogenes of Babylon, IM. 

Dionysius, 69. 

Dionysius the Areojagite, 145, 163, 
104, 1C6, 178. 

Diseontinoity, 51 L 

Discursive 84, 128/., 

1C5, 221, S7i. 4.37 ff., 456 f., 
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Evolutionary logics 672 ff. 
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Faculty-psychology, 482 f. 
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